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WEDNESDAY, JULY 2, 1952 


Unitep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
; Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room F-37, 
the Capitol, Hon. Kenneth McKellar (chairman of the committee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators McKellar, O’Mahoney, Chavez, Maybank, 
Ellender, Hill, Kilgore, McClellan, Robertson, Ferguson, Cordon, 
Saltonstall, Knowland, Thye, and Ecton. 


Feprerau Crvi Derenst ADMINISTRATION 


STATEMENT OF HON, GEORGE L. RADCLIFFE, BALTIMORE, MD., 
FORMER UNITED STATES SENATOR 


RENTAL OF PROPERTY AT OLNEY, MD. 


Chairman McKe.tuar. The committee will come to order. The 
first witness this morning is Senator Radcliffe. 

All right, Senator. e are trying to get through, so I will ask you 
to be brief. 

Mr. Rapcutirre. I will not be more than a minute, Mr. Chairman, 
I come here in connection with Senate bill 1260 which is No. 6090 on 
the calendar and which was reported out by the Committee on Armed 
Services last August, a favorable report. 

This is a bill which would provide for the acquisition of a tract of 
land of about 257 acres at Olney, Md., which is about 20 miles from 
Washington, that is, downtown Washington. It would be used for 
civil defense purposes. In fact, it is now being used for that purpose 
and has been for the last year or so. 

The property originally belonged to a man named Kimball, a con- 
stituent of mine and a friend of mine. He organized a school and 
asked me, because I had been an educator, to be a trustee. It wasrun 
as a school for several years. New buildings were put up about 10 
years ago, very substantial buildings, and the place was put into first- 
class condition. 

When the Civil Defense Administration was looking for head- 
quarters, after very careful consideration of the whole situation, they 
came to the conclusion that this was the property which they needed 
for their purpose, and they were quite emphatic in their statements 
that that was what they desired. 

Now, that is the situation today. The property is being used by 
the Civil Defense Administration. 
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QUESTION OF RENTAL 


Chairman McKe.tar. At what rental per month? 

Mr. Rapcuirre. No rental has been established. There was some 
discussion of a rental to be paid temporarily until some permanent 
plan could be worked out. But that has not been settled, and the 
point has not been tested. 

Chairman McKeuiar. And no money has been paid? 

Mr. Rapcuirre. No money has been paid. The question of the 
determination of rent would require a rather carefully consideration 
and study. The authorities in Baltimore and the district attorney 
thought that if this property was required permanently instead of 
having two surveys and two studies that all might be done at one time. 

Senator ELLeNpER. What do you want this committee to do? 
Do you want it to provide money to buy it? 

Mr. Rapcuirre. The Senate bill has been on the calendar for about 
a year. 

Senator ELLeENpER. But it has not been passed. 

Mr. Rapcurrre. It has not been, I understand. 

Senator ELLenpER. Then how could it be put into this appropria- 
tions bill? 

Mr. Rapcuirre. This, I take it; is an authorization. 

Senator ELLenpErR. I know, but the bill has not been passed. 
There would not be any authority to make that appropriation, would 
there, if the bill has not passed the House or the Senate? 

Mr. Rapcuirre. No. This bill, I take it, is in the nature of an 
authorization. 

Senator Fercuson. But until it passes we cannot do anything. 

Mr. Rapcuirre. Senator McKellar has been giving very careful 
consideration to this matter. ‘ 


BEFORE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE 


Senator ELLENDER. Was this matter before the Publie Works 
Committee or Armed Services Committee? 

Mr. Rapcuirre. The Armed Services Committee. 

Senator Ferauson. Civil defense would be before the Armed 
Services Committee. 

Senator ELLENDER. To what committee was the bill referred? 

Senator Fercuson. The Armed Services Committee. 

Senator ELLENpER. Well, if that committee did not act upon it and 
authorize it, I do not see how we would be empowered to appropriate 
funds. 

Senator Fereuson. Mr. Chairman, this is at Olney. This is your 
project. 

Chairman McKetuar. I have been out there two or three times, 
and I understand that somebody wants to sell the property for 
$750,000. I have been dealing with real estate all of my life, and I 
would not give over $35,000 for it. 
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CIVIL DEFENSE TRAINING SCHOOL 


Senator ELLENDER. What are they going to use it for? 

Senator Frerauson. It is the civil defense training school. You 
have to educate people in America. You cannot allow them to go 
uneducated. 

Mr. Rapcuirre, It is now being used for that purpose. 

Senator Ferauson. They have built a lot of buildings out there. 

Mr. Rapcuirre. No; there were buildings there. They found the 
buildings there. 

Senator Ferauson. But they are also building some. 

Mr. Ravcuirre. They have put up some buildings since then. 

Senator Frerauson. On leased land. 

Chairman McKe.rar. It has not been leased as yet. 

Mr. Rapcuirre. It is not leased. 

Senator Feravson. Well, that does not make any difference be- 
tween friends, 

Senator ELLENDER. I want to know under what authority they are 
building these buildings on this ground, this leased ground. 

Senator Fereuson. It is not even leased, I understand. 

Senator ELLENDER. This ought to be called to the attention of the 
Armed Services Committee and something should be done about it. 


LAND ACQUISITION COST 


Senator Ferauson. George, how much would you want to put into 
this bill to buy this land? 

Mr. Rapcuirre. I would not like to suggest any figure because I do 
not know. The figures have run from $450,000 to about $800,000. 
There have been estimates made by real estate experts. My judg- 
ment would probably not be very good. The school has cost some- 
thing over $600,000, I think. Mr. Kimball has about $690,000 in the 
property. That amount has already been expended. They put up 
new buildings at a very considerable cost about 10 years ago. I 
happen to know, because I was trustee of the ‘school at the time. 
The buildings were well built. 

I have no interest in the school whatever. Mr. Kimball asked me, 
when the bill was on the calendar, whether I would come down here 
and give any information requested to anybody I could. I have no 
connection with it whatever. 

Senator ELLenpER. What efforts did you make to have the bill 
considered by the Armed Services Committee? 

Mr. Rapcuirre. That was all done, Senator Ellender, before I 
knew anything about it. It came up before the Armed Services Com- 
mittee, and it came to the floor of the Senate with a favorably report. 
It has been on the calendar since then. 

Chairman McKeg.uar. Senator, it seems to me that under the 
circumstances this would be subject to a point of order. 

Mr. Ravcuirre. Of course, at the present time the bill is pending 
on the floor with a favorable report from the Armed Services Com- 
mittee. Objections have been raised to the passage of the bill. I 
assume the bill would have to be passed by the Senate before— 

Senator ELLENDER. And the House. 
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Mr. Rapcuirrs. And the House before it would come up for an 
appropriation. 
Senator Etuenper. That is right. 
Mr. Rapcuirrs. I have been discussing the matter with Senator 
McKellar. 
QUESTION OF VALUE OF PROPERTY 


Chairman McKeuuar. Yes. I have been out to the site two or 
three times and have looked at it. I think a price of $400,000 is 
simply entirely too much. That is the way I feel about it. I think 
the first thing to do, if you want to sell the property to the Govern- 
— a" to let us know what price the owners want and what they will 
sell it for. 

Mr. Rapcurrre. Well, various valuations have. been made, one at 
$600,000 with 25 percent off for depreciation. Valuations have been 
made by leading experts which run up to about $600,000 or $700,000. 

The reason the bill has not been passed is because when it has come 
up on the calendar it has been objected to. Senator McKellar was 
not ready at that time to act upon it. He has been studying the 
matter, I think, very carefully since then. Now, if the bill were to 
pass the Senate and pass the House, then it would come up before 
this committee in the normal way for the matter of appropriation. 

Senator Fereuson. That is right. 

Chairman McKettar. That is the way it would have to be done. 

Are there any other questions, gentlemen? Do any of you desire 
to ask further questions? 

Senator ELLENpDER. That is all I have. 

Chairman McKe.uar. All right, sir. We are very much obliged 
to you. 

Mr. Rapcurrre. Thank you very much. 
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FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


STATEMENT OF MILLARD CALDWELL, ADMINISTRATOR, FED- 
ERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION; JUSTICE M. CHAM- 
BERS, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL 
CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION; WILLIAM N. REHLAENDER, 
ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, MANAGEMENT OFFICE, FED- 
ERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION; JOHN C. FOULIS, 
DIRECTOR, BUDGET AND FISCAL DIVISION, FEDERAL CIVIL 
DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION; MAXWELL B. THOMPSON, BUD- 
GET OFFICER, FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION ; 
JOHN A. DE CHANT, DIRECTOR, PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE, 
FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION: AND EDWIN J. 
CLAPP, JR., ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, FEDERAL CIVIL 
DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION 


ACQUISITION OF LAND AT OLNEY, MD. 


Chairman McKer iar. The committee will be pleased to hear 
next from Governor Caldwell, Administrator of the Federal Civil 
Defense .:dministration, and his associates. 

Senator Frrauson. Governor, referring to the Staff College at 
Olney, is the land there leased? 

Mr. CaLpwELL. Yes. It is land that is leased under condemnation 
proceedings. 

Senator Ferauson. Where did you have the authority to condemn? 
What statute permits you to condemn this property? I understand 
there is a bill pending to give you that authority but that it has 
never been passed by either the Senate or the House. Under what 
authority did you build buildings on land that you have not yet been 
authorized to purchase? 

Mr. Caupwe tt. I will ask Mr. Clapp to answer. 

Mr. Cuapp. This, sir, is the property in Olney? 

Senator Ferauson. The Olney property, the so-called Staff College 
for defense officers. 

Mr. Cuiapp. The training facilities are not considered to be con- 
struction of the type which is prohibited, sir. 

Senator Ferauson. How much money have you spent, and what 
kind of buildings have you put up on this property? 


TRAINING FACILITIES 


Mr. Crapp. To the best of my knowledge, sir, only the rescue 
training facilities themselves. 

Senator Ferauson. How much have you spent on the buildings? 

Mr. Cuapp. I believe the contract is for about $200,000. 

Senator Fereuson. And by what authority are you building these 
buildings on this land? 

Mr. Seape: These are training facilities, sir. 


Senator Ferauson. That does not give me the authority. 
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Mr. Cuampers. Our basic law, sir, gives us the authority to estab- 
lish training schools. 

Senator Fercuson. You say that the basic law gives you the 
authority to establish training schools? 

Mr. Cuambers. Yes, Senator, not to exceed three training schools 
and one staff college. We have no authority to procure this land. 

Senator FerGuson. Then by what authority can you spend 
$200,000 of the Federal taxpayers’ money on this land when you have 
not any authority to buy the land? 

Mr. CuampBers. Senator Ferguson, we have not built buildings; 
what we have built is a so-called rescue street in which there are 
certain frameworks of buildings, certain basements in which wreckage 
and things of that kind are put for training people. We have not 
built any buildings for occupancy or use. The buildings that we use 
were there when we leased the property. 


RENTAL COSTS 


Senator Ferauson. How much are you paying on the lease? 

Mr. CuamBers. $36,000 at the present time annually. 

Chairman M¢Ketiar. How much was the amount to begin with? 

Mr. CuamBers. It was $36,000, Mr. Chairman. That has been 
our annual lease all along. That came about through condemnation 
proceedings held by the Department of Justice with the General 
Services Administration making the contracts. 

Senator Feracuson. You mean you condemned property for a lease? 

Mr. Cuampers. That is correct. 

Senator Fereuson. How longa lease? 

Mr. Crapp. Originally it was for a 1-year lease with an option 
extending to June 30, 1952. Additional proceedings have now been 
instituted in the Federal Court in Baltimore providing for a 5-year 
period with a reduction to 50 acres from the original 257 acres. That 
petition has been filed in the court. 

Senator Feracuson. How much money is there in this bill for this 
project? 

Mr. Cuampers. The money contained in the bill for this project 
is probably in three places. It is contaimed under ‘Training and 
operations of the training facilities.’”” So far as I know, there are no 
additional funds in here for construction of any kind. That was 
taken care of out of the 1952 money. 


CONSTRUCTION OF BUILDING 


Senator Ferauson. Did you ask for funds in the 1952 money to 
construct buildings at this site? 

Mr. Cuampers. Yes, sir. The Congress has given us money to 
construct rescue streets and money was specifically appropriated for 
that purpose. 

Now, I will ask my associates to check me if I am wrong on this, 
but I think I am correct in saying that we did specifically receive 
money or asked for money in our estimates for the construction of 
rescue streets. 

Mr. ReHLAENDER. That is true, sir. They are not buildings as 
such, sir. They are shells of buildings which are used as training aids. 
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Mr. Cuampers. We have built nothing at Olney for occupancy. 

Senator Ferauson. I understood from the testimony this morning 
that there were buildings built. 

Mr. Rewiaenper. NO, sir. 

Chairman McKetuar. | understood that $200,000 was spent. 
That would build several buildings. 

Mr. Cuampers. That is correct, sir. A mistake has been made 
there, however. These are not buildings for occupancy. They are 
buildings to be used for training purposes just as you would build a 
fire tower or a diving tower or a thing of that kind. The plans were 
patterned pretty much after similar schools that the English are 
using in rescue training. That means digging the people out of debris 
and water and what not. I might say that we have put a consider- 
able number of people through training facilities of this kind. 


TECHNICAL TRAINING SCHOOLS 


Mr. CaLpwe.i. We are not only preparing to do that at Olney, 
we have also made preparations to do the same thing at the three 
technical training schools. 

Senator Fercuson. Where are the three locations? 

Mr. CaLpweE.u. Pennsylvania State College, Oklahoma A. and M., 
and at St. Mary’s on the Pacific coast. 

Chairman McKe.tar. The school at Olney provides for the eastern 
one, does it not? What you are referring to is an additional one for 
the east? I thought there was to be one school for each of the three 
areas. 

Mr. CaLpwe.u. There is one staff college training school which is 
at Olney and there are three technical training schools, one in the 
east, one in the central part of the country, and one in the western 
part of the country. 

Senator Frrcuson. Then you have no money in here at all to pur- 
chase this particular piece of property? 

Mr. Cuampers. No, sir. 

Senator Ferauson. Why should you purchase it? Why should 
you not go along with the lease? 

Mr. CaLpweE i. Let me answer that by saying that it would save 
the Government considerable money to own the property. 

Chairman McKe.iar. how could that possibly be the case? 

Senator Ferauson. | understand the owners want up to $600,000 
for the property. 

Mr. CaLpweE.Li. They might, but it would still save the Govern- 
ment money to own the property. We are not proposing to argue the 
question. We will, of course, go along with the decision of the 
Congress. 

Chairman McKetuar. I do not know much about the values of 
property around Washington, but I would not give $36,000 for that 
piece of property all told. I have looked at it a “number of times. I 
would not give $36,000 of my own money for it. 

Mr. Catpwe.i. Mr. Chairman, we are not asking for money with 
which to purchase the property. It is our judgment, however, that 
it would save the Government a great deal of money to pay four- 
hundred-odd-thousand dollars for the property, as it has been 
appraised, rather than to pay $36,000 a year for it by way of rental. 
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RENTAL COSTS 


Senator Frerevuson. Why should you pay $36,000? Has that 
amount been fixed by a court as the proper rental? 

Mr. CaLpwELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CuamsBers. That was done in 1951, sir, in the Federal court 
in Maryland. Thirty-six thousand dollars has been the annual rental. 
That was the lease Mr. Clapp referred to a moment ago. 

Now, as a result of the chairman’s visit out there and the discus- 
sions at our last meeting here, we went back and re-leased all of the 
space out there except that actually occupied by the buildings and 
the rescue street. There is presently pending a new condemnation 
proceeding for the reduced acreage. It is estimated that there will 
probably be a reduction of about $6,000 a year in the rental so that 
the annual rental will be around $30,000. 

Senator Fercuson. Why do you rent that great amount of acreage, 
some 257 acres? 

Mr. CaLpweE.u. Because it was one farm and the owner of the 
property did not care to lease a part of it. 

Senator Fercuson. How far is it from Washington? 

Mr. CaLpwELu. Twenty miles. 

Chairman McKe tar. I think it is 22 or 23 miles. 

Mr. CHamBeERs. Twenty-two or twenty-three miles. 

Senator Frrcuson. That is from the city limits? 

Mr. CaLpwWELL. It is 21 miles from the White House. 

Senator Ferevson. How many people do you have living there who 
are quartered there? 


STAFF AT OLNEY TRAINING SCHOOL 


Mr. CuambBers. Mr. Rehlaender, what is the permanent staff there? 

Mr. ReHLAENDER. Actually living there, sir, we have only the 
students and the director of the staff college. 

Senator Fercuson. That is what I am talking about. 

Mr. ReHLAENDER. The number of students varies from week to 
week. It will run from approximately 25 to 35. 

Senator Fereuson. Do you have a cafeteria and living quarters? 

Mr. REHLAENDER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Feraeuson. Did you build those or were they already there? 

Mr. REBLAENDER. That is the point. The facilities were there. 

Senator Fercuson. This has been a boy’s school? 

Mr. RewLaENnDER. That is right, sir. 

Senator Fercuson. And it has been abandoned before you took it 
over? 

Mr. REHLAENDER. That is right, sir. 

Senator Fercuson. So it was not in use? 

Mr. RenuaEnpDeER. It had not been in use for a couple of years, as 
I recall, sir. 

REHABILITATION COSTS 


Senator ELLENDER. How much money did you spend rehabilitating 
it? : 
Mr. CaLpweE.Lu. What was the question, please? 
Senator ELLENDER. How much money did you spend rehabilitating 
it? 
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Mr. Cautpwe tu. The exact figure is $8,447.23. 

Mr. Cuampers. The alterations that were required were to build 
certain smaller classrooms within the asium and minor modifica- 
tions all the way through. The facilities blended themselves very 
well for the purpose for which we established the school. Then we 
have proceeded under the authority of our law and the last appropria- 
tion bill to construct a rescue street there. 

Senator EtuenprEr. Do you have your offices out there? 

Mr. Cuampers. No, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. This is merely for the school? 

Mr. Cuampers. Yes, sir. 

Senator ExtenpeEr. Do the instructors travel from the Washington 
offices to Olney? 

Mr. Cuamsers. The majority of them live in the vicinity. I 
believe there are two or three who live in a small building located on 
the property, that is the director and his family who live in a house 
close to the school located on the property, for which he pays $90 a 
month rental. 

Senator ELtenprErR. To whom? 

Mr. CuambBers. To the Government, sir. 

Senator Ettenper. Does that money go back to the Treasury? 

Mr. ReauaEnpeER. It goes into miscellaneous receipts, sir. 


OPERATION OF CAFETERIA 


Senator ELuenpeEr. Is the cafeteria operated by the Government? 

Mr. REHLAENDER. The cafeteria is not operated by the Govern- 
ment. It is operated in the same manner as all Government cafeterias 
by the GSA. 

Mr. CuampBers. So that the record will be perfectly clear, Senator 
Ferguson, there is no money requested to procure that land. 

Senator Fereuson. Or to build the buildings on it? 

Mr. CuampBers. That is right; or to build buildings on it. 

Senator Fereuson. Or to repair them? 

Mr. CuamBers. Under the general law we have a portion of our 
funds that we can use for repairs. 

Senator Ferecuson. How much? 

Mr. Cuambers. Twenty-five percent of our actual rental, and that 
can only be expended one time, sir. Furthermore, our law specifically 
prohibits us from acquiring land without getting the specific approval 
of the Congress. 

Senator Ferguson. That is what I had understood. You see, we 
had a witness this morning who indicated that we ought to make an 
appeaeseenn to buy this property. 

fr. Cuampers. Well, this is an old subject with us. Because of 
the opinion that has been expressed by the Congress, we have sort of 
withdrawn our ideas with respect to the purchase of the property. 
We are trying to get the amount we are paying for rent down to a 
minimum amount. 

Chairman McKe.uar. $36,000 as an annual rent is a large amount 
of rent to be paying. Certainly we are not going to keep this up as a 

ermanent institution. I thought it was the result of our trouble in 
orea. 
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Mr. Catpwe.tit. Mr. Chairman, I think you must determine 
whether we will have Civil Defense or not. If we do, there will have 
to be a school of this kind. Every effort was made to find quarters 
that would be more economical and which would do the job. Hun- 
dreds of locations were examined. 

Senator Fercuson. Well, are there not some military camps that 
would fill the purpose? 

Mr. CaLpwe.Lu. We have examined camps. We have worked with 
the military people and the naval people for any location that would 
offer the facilities, and we were unable to find anything as economical 
and as suitable as this property. 

Senator FerGcuson. Are there not some camps, though, that are 
always subject to abandonment and change? Take, for instance, 
the Fort Wayne property in Detroit and similar properties. I am 
not talking about that particular one, but rather similar properties. 
It seems to me that there are always some camp sites that we could 
use for this purpose. These people are there only for a short time. 
They come and go. 

TRAINING COURSE 


What is the length of time of training? 

Mir. Catpwe tt. It is generally 1 w eek. It seemed to us that there 
should be such property. The GSA and our own agency devoted a 
creat deal of time in an effort to find it. That sort of property was 
not available. 

Mr. Cuampers. Senator, when I first went with the Federal Civil 
Defense Administration and when I left here I got into this particular 
problem on the basis of trying to buy the property. At that time the 
GSA made a pretty thorough investigation of all the properties that 
could be turned over to us for this purpose. Now, right or wrong, 
they came up with the story that such property was not available. 

Senator Ferguson. That is all I have. 

Chairman McKeuiar. Are there any further questions, gentlemen? 

Senator Ecron. I do aot have this thing quite straight. I under- 
stand you want $30,000 for rent? 

Mr. Cuampers. That is right, sir. 

Senator Ecron. Do you have it down to $30,000 now? 

Mr. Cuampers. It is $36,000 at the moment. There are condem 
nation proceedings pending at the moment on the reduced acreage 
which should take the rental down to $30,000. That matter is in the 
courts and has not been decided. 

Senator Ecron. But the property is not available for purchase? 

Mr. CuamBers. The property is available for purchase, but the 
Congress so far has felt that we should not buy it, and therefore we 
are not asking for the authority or the funds with which to buy it. 
It does seem to us, however, that to buy it would save the Govern- 
ment money. 

Senator Ecron. It seems to me that if the rental was going to cost 
vou $36,000 a vear it would be a much better investment and better 
for the Government, if you are going to keep the property, to purcahse 
it and let the rental take care of the principal over a period of 10 or 
12 or 15 years. 

Mr. Cuampers. That has been our position in the past, and we 
asked for authority to purchase it on two occasions. That authority 
so far has not been granted. 
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Senator Ecron. From what TI know about it, I am in sympathy 
with the idea of purchasing it. 


COST OF PROPERTY ACQUISITION 


Senator Tuyr. For what cost could the property be purchased? 
Mr. Cuampers. The present condemnation is for $425,000. 
Senator Turn. $425,000? 

Mr. Cuampers. That is right, sir. 

Senator Tuyr. The buildings have a value of how much? 

Mr. Cuampers. There are some 10 or so buildings there. 

Senator Tuyr. Which ones are the major ones? 

Mr. Cuambers. There are two very modern school-type buildings 
and a residence-type building. 

Senator Tuyr. What is the appriased value? 

Mr. Cuampsers. Mr. Clapp, do you have the appraised value of the 
buildings? 

Mr. Cuapp. I do not have that with me. 

Mr. CaLtpwe.t. It is my recollection that there are about 39,000 
square feet of space in those buildings. 

Senator Taye. You say that they were not in use and had not been 
in use for 2 years prior to the time you occupied them? 

Mr. Cautpwe tu. That is right. 

Senator Tuye. Then if you were to conduct this school for 2 years, 
say, and if the world situation were to improve and you no longer 
needed this property for the so-called civilian defense training program, 
and you abandon it, you would have that property on hand and you 
would have to dispose of it at whatever offer you could get. With 
the school buildings not having been in use for some time, you could 
not anticipate getting a good offer for them. All you would have 
would be the real estate to sell at whatever that real estate would be 
worth per acre. 

Mr. CHampers. That is possibly correct, sir. 

I would like to say this to answer one point, if | may, Unless 
the entire concept on which the Congress passed this law 18 months 
ago was wrong, you will need Civil Defense so long as you are going 
to need a military structure from here on out. 

Senator Tye. Oh, no. We are going to need a military structure 
as long as the United States of America stands. Is that not right? 
We have always had a military structure since the formation of the 
Constitution, and we are going to have it. The only time that we will 
need Civilian Defense, in my humble opinion, is when the world 
situation is so unsettled that we are fearful of becoming involved in a 
shooting war which will bring the war to us. If you had a situation 
that looked like peace and you were tapering off your defense expendi- 
tures, why, you would immediately stop civilian defense overnight. 

Mr. CuamBers. Senator, the only pomt 1 would like to make on 
that is this: The military planners and the Security Council planners 
and the people who recommended this law to the Congress felt that from 
here on out, in this day of strategic weapons of mass destruction, we 
are going to have to have a cadre of people who will know what to do 
in the event of an attack. The Staff College, even though we were 
certainly reduced a great deal, it was felt we would put State and 
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local people through the training necessary to do the job that was 
contemplated. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why could not some of that be added to the 
work of our colleges throughout the country? 

Mr. Cuamsers. We believe that certainly in the long run that 
should be done. 

Senator ELLENDER. And not have the work centered in Washington 
with a big payroll. I think it would be best to leave it in the colleges. 

Mr. Cuampers. We believe that in the long haul it will become 
part of our educational system. 


HOUSE ACTION 


Senator ELLENDER. How much money are you asking for in this 
bill? How much did the House cut? 

Mr. CuamBers. You are speaking now of this particular point or 
of the amount of money in the bill as a whole? 

Senator ELLENDER. I am talking about the entire bill. 

Chairman McKe.uuar. Let us get to the arguments which the 
House left out and which cuts you complain of, sir. 

Mr. Catpwe.u. Mr. Chairman, the House left out 92 percent of the 
needs of Civil Defense. On the basis of the House action, Civil 
Defense is totally ineffective. 


CONCEPT OF CIVIL DEFENSE 


Now, I would like to just point out one thing. The concept under 
which the House moved is about the same concept that has prevailed 
generally in the Congress. It is that civil defense consists of—and 


this is the language of the House— 


adequate attack warning and communication systems, and the training and edu- 
cation of the American people in matters of self-protection. 


That concept is a very limited version of the problem of civil 
defense. The act that you passed about a year and a half ago pro- 
vides that— 


The term “civil defense’ means all those activities and measures designed or 
undertaken to minimize the effects upon the civil population— 


and I will eliminate some language in order to move along— 


o deal with the immediate emergency conditions which would be created by such 

an attack, to effectuate emergency repairs or the emergency restoration of vita: 
utilities and facilities destroyed or damaged by any such attack. 

The term shall include measures to be taken in preparation for an anticipated 
attack including the establishment of appropriate organizations, operational 
plans, and supporting agreements, the recruitment and training of personnel, the 
conduct of research, the procurement and stockpiling of necessary materialsand 
supplies, the provision of suitable warning systems, the construction or repair of 
shelters and control centers, and when appropriate the nonmilitary evacuation of 
the civil population. 

The measures to be taken during attack, including the enforcement of defense 
regulations prescribed by duly established military or civil authorities, the evacua- 
tion of personnel to shelter areas, the control of traffic and panic, and the control 
and use of lighting and civil communications. 

Measures to be taken following attack shall includes activities for fire fighting, 
rescue, emergency medical, health, and sanitation services, monitoring for specific 
hazards of special weapons, unexploded bomb reconnaissance, essential debris 
clearance, emergency welfare measures, and immediately essential emergency 
repair or restoration of damaged vital facilities. 
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We did not write that language. The Congress wrote it. But it 
is our responsibility. We say to you that we can discharge that re- 
sponsibility only when the Congress implements it with sufficient 
funds to create and maintain an efficient organization. That has 
not been done in the present bill. It was not done a year ago nor was 
it done 2 years ago. 


PROCUREMENT REVOLVING FUND 


Chairman McKe.uar. Well, now, the House simply uses this 
language: ‘““The Civil Defense procurement fund is continued available 
without fiscal year limitation.”” Now, what fund are they talking 
about? What funds have you on hand? 

Mr. Cuamsers. Mr. Chairman, that is the revolving fund. It isa 
$5,000,000 revolving fund out of which we have made our procure- 
ments with contributions made by the States which then reimburses 
the revolving fund. That $5,000,000 was made available last year 
and is continued available. 

HOUSE CUT 


However, that is just one item in the House report. The President’s 
budget asked for $600,000,000. The House gave us $37,500,000, and 
in doing that they have knocked out programs which they themselves 
and the Senate Appropriations Committee have already put in place 
and which must be continued. Otherwise Civil Defense will have to 
fold up and stop. 

In their report they directed that we should pay more attention to 
the training of people and to getting attack warning systems in place. 
That was not particularly consistent with the action that they took. 
They gave us more work and at the same time knocked out the funds 
with which to do it. 

Now, there is one item here which they knocked out completely, 
and I would like to speak to that, if I may. That has to do with the 
business of stockpiling. 


STOCKPILE OF MEDICAL SUPPLIES 


One of the important points in the program, and not ony in the law, 
t 


has been the stockpiling of primarily medical items. has been 
estimated that if you were to take all of the medical supplies available 
in the country, exclusive of those in the war reserves and the military, 
you would not have enough such supplies to meet the requirements of 
one atomic attack over an average American city. 

We have been trying to put some stockpiles in place in order to 
meet that deficiency. The Congress started us on this program last 
year. Now the last House action has knocked it out completely. 
They stated that they gave us $50,000,000 last year and that we have 
not expended it and that therefore we do not need any more for 1953. 
Actually every dime of that $50,000,000 was obligated. We have 
made our procurement through the joint armed services medical 
procurement program and we have phased our purchasing with them. 
As of June 1 over $36,000,000 was actually under contract out of 
$50,000,000. The balance is now under contract. These supplies 
are moving toward our warehouses, but the House action bas just 
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stopped that program cold. That includes not only our medical 
supplies but the blood plasma not for civilian consumption but for 
stockpiles for the military and reserve stocks. It places us in an 
extremely bad position. 


OPERATING EXPENSES 


Furthermore, they reduced our operating items. We asked for 
$32,000,000, and they gave us $8,000,000. Our present rate of 
expenditures is roughly $11,195,000. So, in effect, at a time when they 
want us to actually move faster they have reduced our funds. 

Now, I would like to tell you that as of a year ago in the country 
we had roughly three-quarters of a million ‘people enrolled in civil 
defense and we have now roughly 3,200,000. That represents a sub- 
stantial gain of the number of people throughout the country devoting 
a few hours of their time to civil defense. 

Senator Taye. How much do you pay them an hour when you hire 
them on an hourly basis? 

Mr. CuamBers. We do not pay them. The only people who are 
paid in civil defense are a few people in the States. Also some of the 
larger cities have paid staffs. The entire program is designed to work 
around volunteer workers. Then people such as firemen and police- 
men, whose duties blend into our civil-defense requirements, partic- 
ipate. ‘These people are not paid. 

Senator THyr. How many people have you, for example, in the 
State of Pennsylvania who are paid employees and who supervise the 
volunteers? 

Mr. CuamBers. You mean Federal or State employees? 

Senator Thre. I mean Federal employees. 


PROCEDURE ON PROGRAM OPERATIONS 


Mr. Cuampers. There are no Federal employees in any State who 
are paid to supervise State employees. This program, sir, as the 
Congress passed it, was designed to be run by the States within the 
States. 

Senator THyr. Then your entire personnel are those in vour offices 
here in Washington? 


REGIONAL OFFICES 


Mr. CuamBers. And in nine regional offices in the field. The nine 
regional offices are trying to pull together the geography of America 
so that we can have this interstate support. 

Senator Tarr. Then you have nine offices. What do they do? 
Do those employees travel and meet with the volunteers on the State 
level? 

Mr. Cuampers. They meet primarily with the State and local 
people and work with them in establishing their local organizations. 
They are divided along technical subjects. You have one fireman. 
You have one man who is an engineer or perhaps two. I think the 
number is one. You have a communications man because we do have 
the responsibility in law and in fact for the attack-warning system 
and communications set-up. We are running that at the present 
time. 
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Chairman McKetiar. How many employees have you all told? 
“sce Cuampers. At the present time we have roughly 900 em- 
ployees. 
Chairman McKu.iar. I understand the number is 940. 
Mr. Cuampers. Just’ a minute, Mr. Chairman. Let me check 
that figure. 
PERSONNEL 


We have at the present time on duty a total of 1,045 employees. 

Senator ELLENDER. Are those in Washington? 

Mr. Cuampers. No, sir. That is the total. It is broken down as 
follows: There are 705 in Washington and 340 in the field. 

As Governor Caldwell has said repeatedly and as he has certainly 
done with us here, he does not think that this organization will ever 
get as Many as 1,500 people in it. 

Bear in mind, Senator Ellender, that we believe we are going to 

need roughly 10 percent of our total population carrying out some 
part of the chores of civil defense. That is roughly 17 ‘million people. 

Senator Ex.tenper. If the Senate should accede to what the House 
has done, by how much would you have to cut your employees in 
Washington? 

Mr. Cuampers. We would have to make a reduction of about 50 
percent in the Washington office force and probably the same amount 
in the field. 

Senator Ettenper. To what extent did you reduce them last year 
when the Congress did not give you what you asked for? 

Mr. CuampBers. We did not have to make a reduction because the 
reductions were in the program areas. Our ceiling was roughly 1,200, 
and we have never gone to that figure. 

Senator ELLENDER. And you say you now have 1,045 altogether? 

Mr. Cuampsers. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. Should the Congress appropriate $600 million, 
you would increase your personnel by only about 200 or 300? 

Mr. Cuampers. The projection was for an average of 1,500, sir. 

Senator Etuenper. In other words, to administer a program 
involving $600 million—— 

Mr. Cuampers. Our estimate was for an average 1,557 employees. 

Senator ELLenpEeR. And you now have 1,050 to administer a pro- 
gram amounting to $37,500,000. How do you explain that? 

Mr. Cuampers. First of all, sir, the $37,500,000—— 

Senator ELLENDER. What was the last figure? 

Mr. Cuamsers. It was about $74 million. 

Senator ELLenpER. To administer a program of $74 million you 
required 1,050 people, and to administer one of $600 million you would 
require only 500 more people? 

Mr. CaLpweELt. Senator, the answer there is that the $600 million 
largely is to go into capital outlays which would take a minimum 
number of administrative personnel. 

Senator ELLENDER. You mean, for example, that it would go toward 
the purchasing of medical supplies? 

Mr. Cuamsers. That and shelter programs. 

Mr. Catpwe tu. They are nonrecurring items. 

Chairman McKetzar. Governor, do you take this factor into con- 
sideration? I suppose you have warehouses i) the various areas? 


21643—52 28 
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Mr. CALDWELL. Yes, sir. 

Chairman McKeguuar. You would not expect, for instance, that 
Russia would bomb the whole country at one time? 

Mr. CaLpweE.t. Yes, sir, we would. That is exactly what might 
well happen. 

Chairman McKetuar. And you would have to be sending supplies 
from one place to another? 

Mr. CaLpweE Lt. Yes, sir. We go on the assumption that if this 
country is attacked it will be attacked in a number of places at one 
time. Further, we believe that there should be supplies in warehouses 
in this country within four trucking hours of the major critical target 
areas. 

VOLUNTEER SERVICES 


Now, let me go back to the question that was raised a moment ago 
and point out that while on the one hand we have 1,045 people em- 
ployed by the Federal Government in this program and a total of 
some $100 million had been expended, the people of this country, to 
the tune of 3,200,000, have volunteered their services and are working 
in civil defense. The cities have provided salaried employees to ad- 
minister the program and with the States have appropriated $183 
million. 

This is the program that was created by the Congress, and, although 
the Congress has not supported it, the States and the cities and the 
private citizens of this country have accepted it. I think you are at 
this point: Either the Congress supports the program or it should kill 
it and stop harassing the States, the cities, and the private citizens of 
this country in an effort to get them to move on a program which the 


Congress apparently does not believe is necessary. We feel pretty 
strongly about that. 


STATE PROGRAMS 


Mr. CuamBers. May I interject that the figure of the State appro. 
priations is $159 million. 

Chairman McKetutar. $159 million? 

Mr. Cuampers. Yes, as of June 1 of this year. That is the amount 
of the State appropriations. The personnel figure is roughly 3,200,000 
enrolled and assigned to civil defense organizations around the country 
generally. Those are the volunteers in addition to which there are 
those who work full time in positions such as firemen or policemen on 
jobs where they can function in civil defense. 

Chairman McKetiar. How many employees do the States put up? 

Mr. Catpwe.u. We do not know exactly how many full-time 
employees they have, but we do know that unpaid private citizens to 
the tune of 3,200,000 are contributing their time to civil defense. It 
is our estimate that about 1,500 paid employees are provided by the 
States and the cities, but that is not an accurate figure. 

Chairman McKe tuar. Is there anything further you would like 
to say? 

Mr. Catpwe.u. We have a great deal we would like to say, but 
because of your time situation we will forego it. 
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REASON FOR HOUSE CUT 


Chairman McKeuuar. Let me ask you this: Do you have any 
idea why the House made such a large cut in your request for funds? 

Mr. CaLpwELu. Yes; we have. T think it is apparent that the 
House has not seen the necessity for civil defense nor does it believe 
we are in any danger of war. Apparently, the House does not believe 
that Russia is capable of waging warfare at this time nor does it 
believe that civil defense is an essential part of national defense. It 
must not believe that the American people want civil defense. 

Further, the House evidently is not clear as to what civil defense 
means. In its report it says that civil defense consists of two or 
three matters, important in themselves, but a small part of the total 
of civil defense. i am afraid the House does not have the picture. 

Chairman McKe iar. Well, we are proposing to spend a large 
amount of money here, and when a bill is before us which would 
provide for the spending of such a large amount of money we ought 
to have enough time so that the Senate might have a chance to 
investigate it. Similarly yesterday we had a number of items in the 
bill that nobody in the world would have put in the bill but that 
were brought in within the last 5 days of the session. 

Mr. CatpweE tu. I could not agree with you more. I must agree 
with you. 

Now, I must say, too, Mr. Chairman, that General Marshall, 
Secretary of Defense Lovett, General Bradley, Secretary Finletter, 
and other top military people either know what they are talking about 
when they say that civil defense is an essential part of national 
defense or they are wrong. 

The Congress is appropriating some $45 billion for military pre- 
paredness and practically nothing for civil defense, yet it makes no 
difference how many planes or ships or tanks or soldiers or sailors you 
may have, you cannot win the next war without the people, and you 
will not have the people without civil defense. 

Senator Fmreuson. Will you make an explanation of the statement 
that you are not going to have the people unless you have civil defense 
and that it all depends on whst you call civil defense. 

Mr. CaupweE t. I call civil defense the training of the people to 
know what can happen and what they have to do sn it does happen, 
the training of the people of this country to know that without the 
production of essential materials the Army and the Navy cannot win. 

Senator Frreuson. You feel that the people do not know that? 

Mr. CatpweE Lu. No, sir, they do not. Not only do the people not 
know it, but many of the people in Congress and in Washington do not 
know it. 

WAR CONCEPT CHANGES 


Senator Fmrauson. Do not make the statement that the people in 
Congress do not know that you have to produce the materials if you 
are going to win a war. 

Mr. Catpwe tu. The people in Congress in Washington and over 
the country generally do not understand what can happen under an 
atomic attack and that, to win, they must stay on the job and fight. 
They must keep production going. They must keep civil life on an 
even keel. They have to reestablish public services after an attack. 
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They cannot take to the hills and run like sheep when the enemy starts 
shooting at them. 

We have a new concept of war. This next war and other wars in 
the future will be won or lost oa the home front and not oa the battle 
front. The people will be the targets. 

Senator Feravuson. We have heard a good deal about your pro- 
eram. Someone told me here that your program, if carried out the 
way it was planned, undoubtedly would cost more than $300 billion. 

Mr. Catpwetu. I am not sure who told you that. 

Senator Frerauson. It came from your office. 

Mr. Catpwe .t. I am sure it did not. 

Senator Ferauson. I am sure it did, because it is in the record. 

Mr. Cuampers. Yes, sir. I happened to be sitting here then. 
I was not with Civil Defense, but I was invited to sit in when the 
hearings were held. The question was asked: If we provided the 
shelter for all Americans and took care of all of the refugees, what 
would be the cost. I think somebody threw the figure in of $300 
billion. 

Mr. Catpweti. But nobody contemplated doing that. 

Senator Fereuson. That was the planned program. 

Mr. Catpwe.u. No, sir; it was never the planned program. 


PLANNED PROGRAM AUTHORITY 


Mr. CuamsBers. Our planned program of Federal contributions 
plus State appropriations ran to roughly $3 billion. 

Senator Ferauson. Three billion dollars? 

Mr. Cuampers. Yes, sir. When the bill was passed about 18 
months ago that was the figure at that time that was put into the 
record. Ihave seen very little deviation from those estimates. That 
was to be phased over a 3- or 4-year period of time. 

I would like to take time to go one step further on this business of 
attack and on what Americans know about it. I have been in several 
of the big cities where they are making substantial progress in this 
business of getting ready to operate in the event they are attacked. 
Most Americans still do not know what to do, sir; and the Air Force 
has told us repeatedly that they cannot hope to knock down more than 
30 out of any 100 bombers that come in. That means that we are 
going to be subject to very heavy damage in our industrial centers. 
And if they knock out just a few of them, then T am afraid that pro- 
duction is going to stop. If we do not plan in advance for that and 
if we do not meet some of the deficiencies, we will be whipped. 

Senator Fereuson. Everybody knows that if bombers are able to 
get through from Russia, the same as we would be able to get through 
there, there is going to be great damage wherever they are able to strike. 

Mr. Cuampers. We can minimize that damage, and that is the 
purpose of this program. 

Senator FerGuson. | appreciate that. 

Mr. Cuampers. Russia has gone all out in this business of civil 
defense, by the way. 

Serator Feravson. Did the engineering plan that you originally 
had provide for shelters, and so forth? 

Mr. Cuampers. Yes, sir. Of course, now you are going back to 18 

ths ago. This thing grew like Topsy. 
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Senator Furauson. Yes, and if we had given you the money the 
first year you would have gone out and used it. 

Mr. Cuampers. We have learned not to go that fast. We have 
learned a lot in this vear and a half, sir. The things we are asking for 
now are based on pretty hard facts and pretty hard-headed planning. 

I would like to say further that we are a part of the National 
Security Council planning group, and to go off the record, if I may——— 

Chairman McKe xzar. All right, off the record. 

(There was a statement off the record.) 

Senator Fere@uson. Congress, | am sure, is aware of the need of 
civilian defense, but there is a question as to how far we should go. 
There is always a calculated risk. Otherwise you would go to $3 
billion. 

Mr. Cuambers. Otherwise we would go to $1.7 billion. 

Senator Frrauson. There is a calculated risk. That is all Congress 
is talking about. 

Mr. Cuambers. There is no calculated risk, sir. IL do not want to 
appear to be criticizing the House Appropriations Committee, but 
there is no calculated risk in what they have done. They have just 
stopped to program period. And they have stopped the program 
at a time when every State in the Union, and certaialy your own, sir, 
is one of the most active in the field—where every State in the Uaion 
is beginning to build up momeatum, and they come along and check 
that momentum. Then we may bave to try to restore it a vear from 
now when we might get additional appropriations. I think we are 
taking something more than a calculated risk. 


CRITICAL TARGET AREAS 


Senator Fere@uson. There probably are two such centers in 
Michigan, one m Detroit and one up at the locks. 

Mr. CuampBers. There are three critical target ‘areas. 

Seantor Ferguson. I do not know what you would classifv as 
the other one. Where is the other one? 

Mr. Cuambpers. These target areas are not classified. One of them 
is Detroit, one is at Grand Rapids, and | think the third is the Sault. 

Senator Ferauson. Yes, the Sault. 

Mr. CuamsBers. From the standpoint of stragetic defense, that 
does not present such a problem, because there are so few people 
there, but it is certainly a good point of attack; therefore the Sault 
is not considered a critical target area. The third critical target area 
is Fiimt. 

Senator ELLpeNpER. May I ask a question? 

Chairman McKe tar. Yes, indeed. 

Senator ELtenpeEr. I believe you stated that we provided $15 million 
to buy medical supplies. 

Mr. CAatpwe.u. $50 million was provided for medical stockpiling 
and $6,000,000 was provided for engineering stockpiling. 

Senator ELuenper. Have the purchases been made for those 
amounts? 

Mr. Cuamsers. I want to say that every dime of that money has 
been obligated. We do not buy directly. We are buying through the 
military. 
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WAREHOUSING 


Senator ELLeENDER. How much did the House allow you for that 
same purpose? How much did the House allow you in order to be 
able to warehouse the materials that you are buying? 

Mr. Cuampurs. $800,000 was provided to warehouse the stock that 
we have already bought. That is not enough to take care of the 
$56,000,000 that we did have. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much money would you require to at least 
be able to warehouse the materials that are now on order or that you 
propose to buy with the $50,000,C00? 

Mr. CuamBers. We figure that if we don’t have roughly a minimum 
of $2,500,000 for warehousing purposes we cannot take care of what 
we or have on order economically and properly. Now, bear in 
min 

Senator ELLENDER. How was that handled? You say that you 
will need $2,500,000. 

Mr. CuamsBers. That is correct. 

Senator ELLENDER. How do you go about obtaining warehousing 
facilities to warehouse those items? 


PROCUREMENT PROCEDURE 


Mr. CuampBers. I would like to say, Senator Ellender, that we do 
all of our business through other Government agencies where there 
is another Government agency set up to do the job. We went to 
the General Services Administration and asked them to take over 
our warehousing responsibilities for us. We tell them the general 
area in which the warehouses should be located, which is roughly no 
more than 4 hours from one or more critical target areas. The GSA 
not only procures the warehousing facilities but they also operate 
them. 

Senator Fereuson. Four hours by what? 

Mr. CuamsBers. By truck. 

Senator Ferauson. How many miles would that be? 

Mr. CuamsBers. Roughly 100 miles. Now, we have not been able 
to follow that method completely because at times we cannot find 
warehousing space in these small towns which is where we want to 
put these supplies. We asked for $6 million, and they cut us to 
$800,000, which will not even take care of the current commitments. 


DRUGS 


Senator Fereuson. How long are these drugs going to last when 
you warehouse them? 

Mr. Cuampers. I am glad you asked that question, and I want 
to answer it. We have two plans there. One is the packaging and 
getting the supplies through the military. Then we have a rotation 
plan set up. Our military contracts provide for rotation with the 
normal consumers. 

In other words, in the antibiotics field in particular, where you have 
roughly a 3-year storage time, we are working into the contracts a 
plan for placing a certain percentage of those back into the normal 
commercial field and picking up fresh supplies. In the packaging 
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end of it where you have 5 to 7 years, that is, your bandages and 
things of that kind, we are going to rotate our stocks with those of 
the military, so that we believe we will have certain losses, of course, 
but there will be a very nominal loss by attrition and deterioration. 

Senator Fercuson. The reason you did not get the $50 million was 
that they could not manufacture what you needed. We tried to tell 

ou so. 

’ Mr. Cuampers. We have placed those orders. There are $36 
million of the supplies actually moving toward these warehouses now. 

Senator Ferauson. But not ened during the fiscal year. 
That is what te tried to tell you. 

Mr. CuamBeErs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ferauson. How much did you actually have delivered in 
the fiscal year 1952? 

Mr. CuambBers. You are going to get me down to the point where 
my charts will not answer my needs. 

Senator Ferauson. What we are talking about is the last fiscal year. 

Mr. CuamBers. Out of $50 million, $36 million is under contract. 

Senator Fereuson. That does not mean anything. We know 
what having under contract means. You may have a lead time of 2 
years. 

STOCKPILE DELIVERIES 


Mr. Cuambers. We inquired of the joint procurement outfit about 
a month ago, and they assured us that over 75 percent will be delivered 
and in the warehouses. 

Senator Ferauson. But not in 1952. How much was delivered 
in fiscal 1952 and how much do you ask for this year, fiscal 1953? 

Mr. Cuamsers. We asked for $243 million of stockpiling, of which 
$193 million was for medical supplies. 

Senator Fercuson. $193 million? 

Mr. CuamBers. That is correct. 

Senator Fereuson. How much can you have manufactured in 
the fiscal year 1953? © 

Mr. Cuamsers. I believe that all of that can be manufactured 
and can start moving toward the warehouses in fiscal 1953. 

; Chairman McKetiar. You will have to pay an enormous price 
or it. 

Senator Frerauson. You are just going to skyrocket the prices 
of drugs and medical expenses in America. Those prices are now 
going up. If you go and try to buy some of these drugs, you will find 
that their prices have increased sharply. 

Mr. Cuamsers. I subscribe to that completely, sir. 

Senator Frrevson. How many of those items are stored by your 
department? 

Mr. Cuampers. They will all be stored in the warehouses operated 
by GSA 

Senator Ferauson. How many millions of dollars of such supplies 
do you now have stored? If we give you the $193 million and you 
buy all of such supplies that are manufactured, the civilians will 
hardly be able to get any. 

Mr. CuamBers. We go to the joint procurement outfit for our 
supplies, which certainly means that all requirements added together 
will create a heavy increase. 
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Senator Fera@uson. The military and you people take so much of 
those supplies that the civilians cannot buy them. 

Mr. CuamsBers. All I ean say is this, sir: From the standpoint of 
what we are buying on the medical end, we have found their prices 
have gone way dow 1 as the result of combining our procurement with 
that of the Army and the Navy. 

Chairman McKeuiar. That is not my experience. I recently had 
a prescription filled at a cost of four or five times the price it was 
filled at before. 

QUESTION OF AVAILABLE SUPPLIES 


Mr. Cuampers. Sir, I cannot argue that. I find myself in complete 
agreement because I am raising five children. 

Sir, regarding the question of whether the supplies are available, 
they are available. The question of whether or not we need them is a 
matter which I think is pretty clear. You have to have something. 
We are not trying to take care of all the casualties and our plan here 
only takes us half way. 

Senator Frerauson. Why do you not make some arrangement for 
some of these things that when you get a certain amount they can go 
out to the public? 

What I do not want to happen is on a calculated risk tying the 
supplies up so the present civilian population cannot get the goods 
because we are accumulating them in warehouses. When the people 
are ill and need them now, they ought to be able to get them at a 
reasonable price. 

We are shooting these prices sky high. 

Mr. Cuampers. There is no question but that can happen. 

Senator Fercuson. That is all I am trying to get, a means by 
which your children will be able to get these drugs and the drugs will 
not be in the warehouses. 

Chairman McKetuar. There is still another element. It might 
be like our ships. During the last war we built an enormous number 
of ships. After the war was over we sold them for little or nothing 
and then bought them back. And there were all kinds of scandals. 

How are we going to sell these drugs? 

Mr. CuampBers. | do not think with the drugs we will get in the 
quantities we will ultimately have, we will have to declare a surplus. 
l think it will remain just like our strategic stockpile of materials. 
we do pour a lot of money in stockpiling of materials. 


INCREASE IN COST OF DRUGS 


Senator Fercuson. Here is something the civilian Bopulatien is 


interested in now. Look at the difference in the prices of drugs. | 
have no idea what the increase, is, but when | go in the drug store 
I find it is so enormous every time, over what it was the last time. | 
got a little tube of ointment, I think they charged me $2.50 for it. 

The excuse is that this is what is demanded by’ the military and they 
are buying it all. There is so little on the market now that the price 
has gone up. 

Mr. CaLtpwe.i. What Civil Defense wants to stockpile represents 
a small fraction of the over-all need and purchases by the military 
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WAREHOUSING OF SUPPLIES 


Referring to the discussion of a moment ago, the 1952 Appropriation 
Act was not approved until November, which gave us about 7 months 
to order and the factories to produce the material. About 75 percent 
of the supplies will be warehoused within the next 90 days, I am 
advised. 

Then there is one other thing that | would like to point out. While 
we recognize the hardship of stockpiling these medicines, if the country 
is hit and have any number of casualties, more medical supplies must 
be available. 

Senator Fprcuson. But the trouble is that the diseases are hitting 
the people today and they are not able to get the drugs. I do not see 
how the average workingman buys drugs. 

Mr. Cuamrers. Or food or clothing or anything else. 

Senator Fercuson. Yes, particularly with the increase in the prices 
of these drugs. 

Mr. Catpwe v. | appreciate that, sir, but our responsibility is to 
minimize the damage in the event of an attack and we know that some 
medicines are necessary then 

Senator Fercuson. How can we do it today and in an attack? 

Mr. CaLtpwe tu. I cannot answer that. Our concern is to provide 
for it after an attack, because that is our responsibility. 

Senator Frerauson. You see, ours goes to what we are doing today. 

Mr. Caupwe -t. I understand. 

Mr. CaamBers. | believe if we do not have the drugs and the time 
comes, we will have a terrific number of deaths. 


WAR MEDICAL RESERVE 


Senator Fer@uson. Can you tell me how much the military has in 
the United States? 

Mr. CuambBers. They have in their war medical reserve $450 
million. 

Senator Ferauson. In so-called drugs, bandages, and so forth? 

Mr. CuHamBers. That is correct. And it is tied in with their 
mobilization requirements to support their military establishment. 

Senator Frrauson. Now you do have access to all of that? 

Mr. CuamBers. On the contrary, sir, we have access to only those 
at local level where they imme diately are adjacent to the damage. 

Senator Ferauson. Why can they not make available to you all 
of these drugs and so forth in the United States? 

Mr. CuamBers. We went to the military, sir, in writing, and with 
the encouragement of the two respective chairmen of the Armed 
Services Committees, and asked if space and material could be made 
available, and we asked specifically about medical supplies, and in 
writing they said they could not plan on making this available to us 
because these were tied in with military requirements, to support the 
military requirements. 

Senator Ferauson. There is no reason why your stockpile and their 
stockpile should not be fluid and be interchangeable so that it could 
go to either, and vou only ought to have in effect one stockpile. 

Mr. Cuamsers. I find again, Senator Ferguson, that there is very 
much logic on your side I cannot answer. All I can say is this, from 
the standpoint of civil defense: 
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We have made this effort. It was a formal effort, and it was a 
pretty well-calculated effort, and we got a flat turn-down on it. 

Now, we cannot in civil defense be placed in a position of not having 
these things when the time comes. Personally, I do not believe that 
ours combined, that is, what we require for a total program, and theirs, 
will be enough when the time comes. 

Senator Fereuson. Of course, in the last war, as a member of the 
Truman committee, I know how much there was in surplus in drugs 
and medical supplies and so forth. It was enormous. 

Chairman McKetuar. And it was sold for practically nothing. 

Senator Fereuson. Yes; given away all over the world, millions 
and millions of dollars’ worth, and we had 11 million men then under 
arms. 

Mr. Cuampers. Again, sir, all I can say is this: In the phasing of 
it, first of all we are keeping the requirements to a minimum. We 
are trying to phase it over a 4-year period and even though we get 
eventually all we think we need ourselves, plus the military, it would 
not be enough if we get three or four attacks. 

Senator Frereuson. If we get three or four attacks, then everything 
is known to be off and we stop producing only for the military and 
for this kind of work. 

Mr. Cuampers. Senator, there is one thing I think we should make 
perfectly clear. I have already mentioned it. This year for the first 
time the Budget Bureau, maybe following your theory on this, said 
we would consolidate all of the stockpiling of plasma in one budget. 
They put it all in civil defense for this fiscal year. That was in the 
$193 million that we requested. That is the civil-defense stockpile 
and military stockpile as distinguished from operating requirements. 


STOCKPILING OF BLOOD PLASMA 


They have money to pay for operating requirements, but not 
stockpiling. As of today, there is not a dime for the military to 
seated. It has been knocked out completely. 

I do not know why the House did it, but they did. 

Senator Fercuson. How long can you stockpile blood? 

Mr. CuamBers. Whole blood does not last very long, and we do 
not stockpile that. Plasma we can keep for 5 years and then for a 
=e nominal price you can reprocess it and it is good for any number 
of years. 

We are also working on blood substitutes, working with the Public 
Health Service and the military. That will eventually help the 
situation. 

As of the moment that blood thing is very critical. I do not know 
the answer on it. It is contained in our appropriations. 

Chairman McKe iar. If there are no other questions, we are 
very much obliged to you, unless you have something else to add. 

Mr. Catpwexu. Mr. Chairman, may this statement go in the 
record? 

Chairman McKe tuar. Yes, indeed. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 
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STATEMENT BY FEDERAL Civit DEFENSE ADMINISTRATOR CALDWELL 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we are here for two purposes. First, to report 
to you what the Federal Civil Defense Administration has accomplished with the 
funds appropriated last year by the Congress for the national civil defense program. 
Second, to explain why funds are needed in the fiscal 1953 program and how we 
propose to use them in bolstering the Nation’s civil-defense program. 

In our last appearance before this committee, we stressed the urgent need for 
civil defense strong enough to fill a dangerous gap in America’s total security 
pro am. Your committee and the Congress recognized the necessity for most of 

CDA’s programs and allotted some money to each. We were not successful, 
however, in explaining to your committee the urgency involved or the lead time 
necessary to put a sound civil-defense program in place. 

With the funds voted last year, FCDA has been able to make a sound but modest 
start in meeting the grave responsibilities placed on the Agency by the Congress 
in the Federal Civil efense Act of 1950." 

In that act, the Congress itself recognized the vital role of and need for civil 
defense in the Nation’s total security program. The shadows of war that compel 
America to invest billions of dollars in military forces and weapons; in the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization, and the Mutual Security Assistance Program, are 
the same shadows of war that prove the need for rapid development. of a sound 
and adequate civil-defense program for two purposes: (1) to be a major factor in 
helping keep the peace; (2) to protect lives; property and production in case war 
does come. 

Our top security planners and military experts recognize that today’s inade- 
quate civil-defense program creates a dangerous imbalance in the total defense 
structure. 

General Bradley, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, has said that ‘“‘A compe- 
tent civil defense organization must be prepared to save lives as well as to restore 
factories to maximum production and to resume communications in the shortest 
possible time. We must have * * * an organization in being placed and 
staffed beforehand to take over in the event of such an emergency. If civil de- 
fense does not function effectively, our defense efforts will be very adversely 
affected.” 

The place of civil defense in our total security program has been soundly stated 
by two Secretaries of Defense. 

Last fall, Gen. George C. Marshall, then Secretary of Defense, testified to the 
members of the Senate Armed Services Committee: “I have consistently advo- 
cated a strong civil defense for this Nation as an urgent and continuing necessity. 
I consider that the build-up of civilian capabilities in this field is essential not only 
from a humsnitarian standpoint but as a military necessity.” 

General Marshall’s successor, Robert A. Lovett, in testifying before that same 
committee of the Congress said flatly: ‘Civil defense is a partner and a coequal 
partner with the military in the defense of the Nation.” 

To date, the civil defense program has not experienced that ‘“‘coequal’’ status 
with the military program. 

A national civil defense program ‘‘coequal with the military” does not require 
coequality of investment by the Congress. Far from it. In this critical and 
urgent period, the Nation’s civil defense program is starting far behind that of 
both military and industrial mobilization. Despite that, the civil defense program 
for 1953 requires less than 1 percent of the Federal funds which the Congress has 
invested in military preparedness programs since Korea. 

It must be obvious that the real threat of total war, which this Congress daily 
recognizes, must be met by total preparedness. But civilian and military pre- 
paredness must move together. Both are necessary. Neither can win a war by 
itself. Yet military preparedness today is far advanced in contrast with civil 
defense preparedness. 

While Congress has invested little in civil defense to date, the returns have been 
high. Here are a few high lights of civil defense progress in a single year. 


1. Individuals enrolled 


More than 3 million American people have enrolled in civil defense. Training 
is under way. These volunteers believe in civil defense and are willing to make 
personal sacrifices for it. 

2. Organization 


Every State, Territory, and hundreds of cities, large and small, have desig- 
nated civil defense directors and are developing operating civil defense organiza- 
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tions. All States but one and all Territories have civil defense legislation. The 
one exception is operating under an Executive order. 
3. Public knowledge 

Eighty-seven percent of the people in our major cities know a few of the simple 
things that must he done to protect themselves under atomic attack. This 
knowledge is the result of information given them through newspapers, radio, 
television, magazines, advertising and other media, and public-service activities 
by industrv and organizations. Stimulating this has been the circulation by 
cities and States of over 50 million copies of 9 official civil defense public-educa- 
tion booklets and leaflets, primarily at local or private expense. 

We estimate that 20 million students have learned something about civil 
defense in the schools. Nearly a million civil defense articles, stories, and ites 
have appeared in the press and periodicals, and over 7,000 hours of broadcast 
time have been contributed to civil defense bv radio and television. 

The knowledge gained by the public in civil defense self-protection in the past 
year would save thousands of lives today if Russian bombs were dropped on our 
cities. What’s more, virtually all of what FCDA is telling the public about self- 
protection in wartime will save lives in peacetime. 


/ 


4. Technical information 


Over 2,600,000 copies of 25 administrative guides and manuals have been pre- 
pared and distributed by FCDA for the technical guidance of State and local civil 
defense oreanizations. 


5. Federal training 

Over 2,500 civil defense personnel from every State and Territory have attended 
the Federal Civil Defense Staff Collece and three tect nical training schools which 
were authorized by the Congress in Public Law 920. Some 200 cities have been 
represented in attendance at the regular courses of these schools. Many students 
came from labor, civil and industrial organizations, and the key agencies of Gov- 
ernment. Seventeen civil defense officials have attended from Canada and four 
from England. Applications are being received regularly from other countries. 


6. Standards 


We have set the basic standards and job specifications for personnel and 
materials needed in civil defense. We have determined requirements both in 
manpower and equipment for the basic phases of civil defense operations. 

We know what is needed and in what quantity, how it can be acquired, and 
at what cost. In other words, we know our goals. We know how to reach them 
through plans coordinated with the military and other Federal agencies, with the 
States and with their subdivisions. 

?. Attack warning 

The attack-warning system can now send an air-raid alert from USA" air- 
defense-control centers to 174 key point stations throughout the country in less 
than 2 minutes. 


8. Contributions programs 

A total of $32,750,000 was allowed by the Congress for six programs in which 
the Federal Government and the States match funds. For medical supplies, 
FCDA had $20,000,000; for training and education, $5,000,000; for attack warn- 
ing, $3,000,000; for communications, $1,500,000; for fire fighting, $2,250,000; and 
for rescue, $1,000,000. Each program with the exception of medical supplies has 
been matched by the States and political subdivisions and the Federal portions 
have been obligated. The States have not been able to match all the funds avail- 
able for medical supplies within the time prescribed. 

Our experience on matching funds confirms our belief that once the Federal! 
Government makes funds available, the States and cities will come forward with 
their share. By July 1 of this year, we will have obligated all of our current 
contributions appropriations. 

9. Federal Reserve stocks 

$50 million was voted by the Congress for FCDA stockpiling of medical supplies 
and equipment and $6 million for stockpiling engineering supplies. To this was 
added a balance of nearly $8 million from the medical matching program. To 
date, $63 million in purchase authorizations have been issued by FCDA for these 
supplies which will be stocked in Federal warehouses, so located as to serve several 
critical target areas at the same time. All civil-defense procurement is co- 
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ordinated with other Government purchasing. This has prevented competition 
for scarce items and has resulted in substantial savings. 


10. Appropriations 


States and cities have appropriated $183 million for civil defense. This is 
$75 million more than the total Federal appropriation to date. 
11. Federal agencies 

Substantial progress has been made by Federal Civil Defense Administration 
in the coordination of its activities with those of other Federal agencies. This 
is in keeping with the directive of Congress to make maximum use of existing 
facilities in the Federal establishment and to avoid duplicating or paralleling 
the activities of other Federal agencies. This planning is aimed at insuring the 
continuity of essential functions of Government in case of attack. 

These highlights are only a part of the sound national progress in civil defense. 
We have moved toward a state of readiness at Federal, State, and local levels. 
The first annual report of the Federal Civil Defense Administration, recently 
forwarded to the Congress by the President, will provide details. 


SECTION Il WHAT WE WILL DO WITH THE FUNDS FOR 1953 


We will extend the business of getting people and things ready to cope with 
emergeycies. 

1. We will intensify the public education program and step up volunteer 
recruitment. 

2. We will intensify the multiplier principle of training civil-defense workers 
and develop field exercises to test organizations and methods. 

3. We will continue technical guidance to States and localities as new scientific 
information becomes available. 

4. We will increase our state of national readiness in civil-defense organiza- 
tional equipment from 11 to 41 percent. 

5. We will expand our stockpile of emergency supplies from approximately 8 
to 40 percent of our minimum requirements. 

6. We will help build a national reserve of blood plasma for military and 
civilian use. This will be accomplished in full and close cooperation with the 
Department of Defense and the American Red Cross. 

7. We will complete essential research and finish the projects, such as atomic 
tests of typical American structures and the development of materials and de- 
vices that offer protection against atomic, biological, chemical, and radiological 
attack. 

8. We will complete shelter surveys in major cities and match funds with the 
States for the minor modification of existing structures to provide shelter for 
more than 15 million people. 

In submitting FCDA’s annual report to the President, I said: ‘‘A sound civil- 
defense organization will cost relatively litthe money and effort. A fractional 
part of.1 percent of the money expended for military purposes and an insignificant 
amount of time of the individual citizens is all that is required. The results will 
assure both our safety in war and will be of great service in copiyg with peacetime 
disaster.” 

Take a brief look at comparable costs and observe how much essential material 
needed for civil-defense purposes throughout the Nation is available at little or 
no cost to the Federal Government and to the taxpayers. Billions of dollars 
worth of this necessary civil-defense equipment is now in existence. The big 
job in civil-defense utilization of it is to inventory, tag, and organize it for civil 
defense through State and local civil-defense authorities. This represents the 
great bulk of the materials needed to do this job. FCDA is requesting funds from 
the Congress only for those few things which do not now exist in sufficient quantity 
to meet wartime-disaster needs. 

In the eategory of transportation equipment there is a national investment of 
approximately $60 billion, much of which is now being organized for essential 
civil-defense use. We need nothing more than the salaries and travel of a few 
people to coordinate the civil-defense utilization of existing transportation facilities. 

Engineering and construction equipment totaling about $15 billion is potentially 
available. We need only certain items of special equipment—an amount equal 
to two-tenths of 1 percent of the total investment. 

In communications, FCDA’s 1953 request is even proportionally smaller—less 
than one-tenth of 1 percent of the total equipment value of 13 billion. | This is to 





444 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1953 


provide the “tie-in links” to build the existing fire, police, amateur,”and other 
emergency radio systems into an effective civil-defense emergency network. 

Our biggest request in proportion to the national investment is in the field of 
fire-fighting equipment. his year we are asking for funds to build up the existing 
national investment in this field of $725 million by 3 percent. Based on existing 
weapons information, this will bring the Nation up to a 90 percent degree of 
fire-fighting readiness. 

In attack warning and rescue, we must start from scratch because little equip- 
ment designed for those purposes is found in normal use. A small and non- 
recurrent outlay is required. Other services, such as police, wardens and staff 
are locally supported and make maximum use of facilities that exist now within 
communities. 

I must again stress the importance of one program emphasized by the Civil 
Defense Act, but which has to date received no support—the shelter program. 
You have questioned th e need for it. World War II proved that a realistic shelter 
program will save many lives. 

At the atomic testing ground in Nevada I recently saw a dramatic demonstra- 
tion of the part that shelter plays in saving lives. Our troops, less than 4 miles in 
flat open country from ground zero, were unharmed—because they were in simple 
shelters—mere fox holes. We cannot dig fox holes in city streets, but we can do 
the next best thing. We can locate or prepare simple, inexpensive shelter for 
30,000,000 Americans who will need it if an attack comes. 

Our proposed program is in three parts: First, engineering surveys to locate 
and mark adequate existing shelter and to identify buildings which can be made 
adequate by practicable modifications; second, the completion of the modifica- 
tions indicated by the surveys; and third, the construction of simple group 
shelters—not mass shelters—to meet the deficiency. 

For this year we propose that $250 million in Federal funds, to be matched 
equally by States and localties, be invested in this realistic shelter program 
The amount covers the first and second phase and will provide shelter for more 
than 15 million people. 

Most people today do not have a place to go for shelter when the air-raid sirens 
sound. The outlay for this kind of limited, realistic shelter program is very small 
in relation to its proven lifesaving capabilities. 

There is a major value in adequate civil defense preparedness which must not 
be overlooked. Without preparedness on the home front, we invite attack. 
With such preparedness, civil defense can help prevent a war from starting. 

A strong civil defense preparedness program, like a strong military preparedness 
program, is not just a shield but a sword. Real civil defense preparedness can 
actually help hold the enemy at bay. If the enemy knows that he can demoralize 
us by an all-out attack on the home front; if he knows that we are not prepared 
for it; if he knows that our civil defense system is ill-manned, ill-trained and ill- 
equipped, this is a direct invitation to launch an all-out attack on our people and 
on our cities. 

But, if Russia knows that millions of Americans are well-trained and organized 
and ready to move into action when the attack comes; if Russia knows that we 
have thousands of trained rescue squads and tens of thousands of wardens and 
millions of Americans trained in first aid; if Russia knows we have an adequate 
stockpile of medical supplies and equipment, then Russia, or any other enemy will 
think twice before launching an attack on this country. 

The military economics of this real deterrent value of civil defense are simple. 
The stronger we are in America in civil defense, the more Russian atomic bombs 
it will take to do the damage to our cities that the enemy must inflict in order to 
win & war. 

Consequently, a strong national civil defense program in being actually cuts 
down sharply the effectiveness of the enemy’s stockpile of atomic bombs and his 
stockpile of other modern weapons such as germ and gas warfare. 

Said quite simply, a strong American civil defense program forces Russia to 
use two atomic bombs instead of one. 

No other aspect of our total security program is more directly effective in 
slashing the size of the Russian stockpile than an adequate civil defense program. 

A strong civil defense stands side by side with our Armed Forces as a major 
deterrent to enemy attack on this country. This makes civil defense, if we have 
it—and we do not now have it—a major investment in helping keep the peace 
and in preventing world war III. 

Civil defense’s position as a strong deterrent to war is not our view alone. It 
was initially determined in the findings and recommendations of the National 
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Security Council for the President after a most careful study of the status of our 
total national security program. 

There is another value in civil defense which is becoming more apparent by the 
day—its cetime use in natural disasters. 

ere have been many instances over the past 18 months where the organiza- 
tion and training for civil defense in wartime have paid great dividends in meeting 
the peacetime disasters. 

As an example, I should like to quote a recent report made by the distinguished 
war correspondent and radio TV commentator, Mr. Edward R. Murrow, on the 
Columbia Broadcasting System, April 18, 1952. Mr. Murrow covered the Mis- 
souri flood situation in the Omaha-Council Bluffs area, including a bird’s-eye view 
from a Coast Guard helicopter. 

‘For 2 days almost everyone I have talked to has said the key to this whole 
business, the reason we raised 13 miles of levees 3 feet in 6 days, the reason we 
evacuated the people so smoothly, the reason there was no declaration of martial 
law, the reason for almost everything, came back to the Civil Defense Organiza- 
tion. 

“T think it may be the real story of this struggle. The civil-defense people here 
didn’t just make plans to deal with a bombing attack. They trained four battal- 
ions of auxiliary firemen. They told people how to put out little fires before they 
become big ones. They trained 400 auxiliary police; minimum training period, 
40 hours. Those are the men who have been handling traffic. The established 
police force couldn’t have done it. 

“Civil defense tried to train at least one person in each home in a matter of 
first aid and the safety record in the incredible operation is magnificant.” 

Today there are 36 States which have natural-disaster laws permitting their 
civil-defense forces and materials to be used in peacetime disaster. Other States 
will adopt such dual-purpose legislation. The day is not far off when civil-de- 
ee forces in our States and cities will be the primary factor in handling natural 

isasters. 

I hope we have made plain to you why the need for adequate civil defense now 
is as critical as any our country has ever known. 

In all areas of America’s total security program except civil defense, the Congress 
has given evidence that it recognizes the real Russian threat which faces us. 

Our military leaders have emphasized time and again that in the face of modern 
weapons of mass destruction, military measures alone cannot stop attack on our 
eer or keep our vital industries from being bombed and our people from being 

illed. 

This Nation must have an adequate civil defense program in being if we hope 
to keep the peace. If war does come despite all our efforts, then America must 
have an adequate civil defense program to help make an enemy victory over this 
country impossible. 

For those two simple reasons, this country, with this Congress taking the lead, 
must develop an effective civil defense program now as an integral part, and 
major part of the total defense of America and the free world. 

he House appropriations action ignoring civil defense is further evidence that 
its legislative leadership refuses to face plain facts. 

The conclusions to be drawn from the House bill are that the House believes 
(1) there is no danger of war with Russia, (2) Russia is not capable of waging 
warfare now, (3) civil defense is no part of national defense, and (4) the American 
people do not want civil defense. 

Even casual thought would convince anyone that such conclusions are insup- 
portable. Our top civilian and military security authorities have warned us of 
the danger of attack. The world knows of the grim conflict between Russian 
and democratic ideologies and that Russia has the capabilities of starting a war 
now. We know that the Russians can launch today more than 400 long-range 
TU-4’s carrying enough atomic bombs to blast our major Pee industrial 
areas. They are ready to take off when Moscow pushes the button. Of that 
first assault wave, more than 300 could get through our best military defenses 
despite our every effort. 

he House action is predicated upon its own limited concept that civil defense 
consists only of “attack warning and communication systems and the training 
and education of the American people in matters of self-protection’’ (see report). 
These House objectives for civil defense are important but are minor parts of the 
FCDA responsibility as defined in the basic act (Public Law 920) which provides: 

“(b) The term ‘civil defense’ means all those activities and measures designed 
or undertaken (1) to minimize the effects upon the civilian population caused 
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or which would be caused by an attack upon the United States, (2) to deal with 
the immediate emergency conditions which would be created by any such attack, 
and (3) to effectuate emergency repairs to, or the emergency restoration of, vital 
utilities and facilities destroyed or damaged by any such attack. Such term 
shall inelude, but sha!l not be limited to, (A) measures to be taken in preparation 
for anticipated attack (including the establishment of appropriate organizations, 
operational plans, and supporting agreements; the recruitment and training of 
personnel; the conduct of research; the procurement and stockpiling of necessary 
materials and supplies; the provision of suitable warn'ng svstems; the construc- 
tion or preparation of shelters, shelter areas, and control centers; and, when 
appropriate, the nonmilitary evacuation of civil population); (B) measures to be 
taken during attack (neluding the enforcement of passive defense regulations 
prescribed by duly established military or civil authorities; the evacuation of per- 
sonnel to shelter areas; the control of traffic and panic; and the control and use of 
lighting and civil communications) ; and (C) measures to be taken fo !o ving attack 
(including activities for fire fighting: rescue, emergency medical, health, and 
sanitation services; monitoring for specific hazards of special weapons; unex- 
ploded bomb reconnaissance; essential debris clearance; emergency welfare 
measures; and immediately essential emergency repair or restoration of damaged 
vital facilities; * * *” 

In Public Law 920, the Congress created civil defense to minimize the loss of 
lives and property in the event of enemy attack. The American people, their 
States, and their cities accepted the judgment of Congress in good faith and have 
acted upon it. 

The House eliminated the requested funds for research upon “‘the belief that a 
major portion of the proposed program represent duplication of work being done 
by other Federal agencies.” The belief is unfounded—the contrary is true. No 
duplication is involved. 

The House committee expressed deep concern ‘‘with the apparent desire of this 
agency to build up a large superstructure of high-salaried permanent positions.’ 
Such concern is definitely unwarranted. This agency is a very small one and 
should always be small. It has available to it a number of super-grade positions 
which are not being used and which it will not use under ordinary conditions, 

The House denied funds for fire fighting, rescue and training services, and 
emargencv supplies in the belief that such expenditures should be “borne solely 
by the State and local governments.’’ The basic act contemplated the matching 
of State and local funds for such purposes. 

The House denied funcs for medical supplies and equipment and reported that 
“as of May 31, 1952, none of the $50,000,000 appropriated for this item in 1952 bad 
becn expended.”’ The facts are that as of May 31, 1952, the great part of such 
funds were obligated and that as of the day of the House. hearings all of such 
funds wero obligated. 

Some three million people are now on the civil defense team—another million 
will join before the end of this vear. The States, assuming the Congress was right 
in its estimate of the danger, as evidenced by Public Law 920, have appropriated 
$183 million for civil defense—and will appropriate more. The cities, large and 
small, have kept faith and have organized programs and appropriated funds to 
carry their end of the load of this major part of national defense. 

The Congress has not kept faith with the people and their States and cities 
by providing the Federal Government’s share of the funds needed for the job. 

The Russians recognize civil defense as a major element of successful warfare 
and they have done something about it. At least 22 million Russians are trained 
and organized for civil defense. We are far behind. 

Eighty percent of the American people believe in the necessity of civil defense 
now. A recent public study of the problem made by a leading midwestern 
university has established that fact. 

The Congress ought not to gamble with the safety of this countrv again. What 
we do now may determine our fate as a free nation. <A continued neglect of 
preparedness essentials may hasten war. If we face the problem squarely and 
move to meet it, we are on safe ground. 

Civil defense needs very littl money, but we need that. little now. 


LETTERS IN SUPPORT OF CIVIL DEFENSE PROGRAM 


Chairman McKettar. Also, I wish to place in the record at this 
point a letter from Mr. William C. Foster, a letter from Mr. Martin 
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B. Buckner, Director, National Security Commission, and a statement 
from Mr. Howard T. Fisher, of the American Institute of Architects. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


THe SecRETARY OF DEFENSE, 


Washington, D. C., June 30, 1952. 
Hon. Kenneto McKEeE tar, 


Chairman, Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CuarrMan: The Department of Defense 1953 estimates submitted 
to the Bureau of the Budget included $13.5 million for stockpiling 500,000 units of 
blood plasma. By agreement with the Bureau of the Budget, this amount was 
not included in the estimates submitted to Congress with the understanding that 
funds for blood would be requested by Federal Civil Defense Administration since 
that agency had no stockpile of plasma for the civilian population and the Depart- 
ment of Defense had previously received funds for 1,200,000 units of plasma. 

It is our understanding that the House of Representatives in acting on the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration’s appropriation request, eliminated the 
funds requested for the plasma program. Although the Department of Defense 
has 1,200,000 units of plasma in stockpile for military use, it is not considered 
advisable to permit the processing plants to close down for at least another year in 
view of the world situation and our limited stockpile. It is estimated that a 
minimum of 500,000 units of plasma costing $13.5 million would be required to 
continue processing plants at a minimum production level. It is urged that this 
requirement be taken into consideration in connection with your review of the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration’s request for funds for plasma. 

Your assistance in this matter will be appreciated. 

Very sincerely yours, 


WixuiaM C. Foster. 





STaTEMENT OF Martin B. Buckner, Director, Nationat SEcuritTy 
Commission, Tue AmeERiIcAN LEGION 


The American Legion appreciates the opportunity to bring its views on civil 
defense before your committee at this time. Time being important to you, this 
statement will be brief. 

The international scene has not improved during the past year but air power 
has. Consequently the threat to American industry and civil life has propor- 
tionately increased and we of the American Legion strongly believe that it would 
be sheer folly to ignore such threat by failing to provide the leadership and 
material necessary to perfect the homefront protective program. 

On August 10, 1951, then National Commander Erle Cocke, Jr., appeared before 
the Special Subcommittee of Emergency Agencies of the House Appropriations 
Committee and laid before them the reasons why our organization asked the 
Congress to give full cognizance to this vitally important program. With your 
permission I ask that the attached copy of his report be made part of the record 
of this hearing. 

STOCKPILING AGAINST EMERGENCY 


From our Nation-wide opportunity to observe the status of civil-defense 
preparation we regret to state that emergency supplies and equipment are woefully 
lacking; in any places they do not exist. Military stockpiles are not available 
for civil-defense purposes. This fact would most certainly prevail in an accelerated 
emergency. 

Consonant with subsection (h) of section 201 of the Federal Civil Defense Act 
of 1950 we strongly urge an appropriation of at least $75,000,000 for the purpose 
of procuring an essential minimum of the reserve stocks required. 


EDUCATION AND TRAINING 


The proposed drastic reduction in funds for personnel within the civil-defense 
program would sharply curtail the national program of education and training at 
a time when the scant structure for such purposes is already under criticism for 
not doing more. The Bureau of the Budget recommended $32,000,000 and the 
1952 expenditure rate was over $11,000,000. House action reduced the proposed 
1953 budget to the low figure of $8,000,000. Such a cut is not consistent with the 
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intent of Congress when it enacted the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, and 
would relegate our civil-defense preparedness to a highly vulnerable state. 

It is our sincere recommendation that on page 41, line 3, you strike out ‘‘$8,000,- 
000” and insert in lieu thereof $20,000,000. 

Reasonable capability of civil defense may be assured with the appropriation of 
essential funds. We believe our requests are minimum requirements. We trust 
your committee will act to restore the funds and thus give new life to this program 
of self-preservation. 


STATEMENT OF ERLE Cockh, Jr., NarIonaL COMMANDER, THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for your kindness in granting me the oppor- 
tunity to appear before the committee during its hearings on appropriation for the 
national civil-defense program. 

During the years since the war, the American Legion has taken a genuine and 
active interest in the problem of civil defense for our country. 

Back in March 1950, when I was serving as chairman of the national security 
commission of the American Legion, I had the pleasure of appearing before the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy during its hearings on civil defense. 

At that time, other Legion leaders and myself told the Congress that the Legion 
in its New York national convention of 1947, went on record as strongly in favor 
of a large-scale civil-defense program in the interest of our national security. 
During the conventions in succeeding years, 1948 through 1950, the 17,000 posts 
of the American Legion went on record saying: 

“The American Legion now demands in terms so unmistakable that there can 
be no misunderstanding that the Congress of the United States take this matter 
into its own hands and proceed to enact a law which will provide a sound and 
acceptable plan of Nation-wide civil-defense training designed to give ali the 
States a common basis of civil defense.”’ 

The American Legion and the country are grateful that the Congress met this 
challenge, through the passage of Public Law 920, the Federal Civil Defense Act 
of 1950. We believe that this law establishes the national civil-defense program 
on a sound and effective basis which is generally acceptable to our States and cities, 


to our American community organizations such as the Legion, and to tha pearl. 
Nat. 


It is our firm belief that if the Congress implements its own law, this ion can 
have a civil-defense program worthy of the name—before it is too late. 

Hundreds of thousands of Legionnaires saw combat duty in one or both wars. 
We are thoroughly aware of the military problems involved in our national defense. 
We have long been active in supporting many sound military programs to bolster 
our national security. 5 

In addition to being veterans, American Legionnaires are conscious of their 
obligation as citizens. As a civilian and a veteran, the Legionnaire can look at 
the national defense picture in an objective fashion. 

Based on our long study of the problem of civil defense, dating back to the days 
of the Hopley Report and its successor, United States Civil Defense, under which 
the Nation is now operating, we are firmly convinced that the time is long overdue 
for the Congress and the Nation to recognize that civil defense must not be a 
shirt-tail relation of the security program of the country. 

May I call to your mind the statements by our Nation’s top military experts 
which add up to one simple, grim fact? The military forces of this country are 
no longer able, because of the developments of modern war—like the heavy 
bombers and the atomic bombs—to give full protection to the home front. 

Gen. Hoyt Vandenberg, Chief of Staff of the United States Air Force, has 
said: ‘““Even if we had many more interceptor planes and antiaircraft guns and a 
radar screen that blanketed all approaches to our boundaries, a predictable 70 
percent of the enemy’s planes would penetrate our defense despite the extraor- 
dinary valor and skill of our pilots.” 

There are other statements which support this general theme. What these 
statements add up to is this: The public and the military services must look to 
civil defense as a primary program for the protection of the home front. In fact, 
careful study will reveal that civil defense must now be ranked as a copartner with 
the entire Military Establishment. 

It is the job of the military to give such limited protection to the home front 
asitisable. Its primary task, however, will be carrying the war to the enemy. 

Civil Defense is charged by law with the responsibility of protecting 150 million 
of our people, their property, and their productive capacity. 
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It is on the people themselves that the Nation must depend for its will to fight 
‘and its ability to produce everything that will be needed to keep both the military 
forces in operation and the home front in business. Unless the people on the 
home front can protect themselves, there is every evidence that we could lose 
the next war with an undefeated Army, Navy, and Air Force still in the field. 
This is not a rash statement; it is a fact of modern war. 

We are confronted by an enemy who recognizes strength where we have it 
but who is also able and quick to exploit our weaknesses. I» our whole security 

rogram for the defense of the Nation there can be little doubt that the home 
ront is the soft underbelly which is wide open to wholesale devastation. The 
military, particularly the Air Force, can offer a limited amourt of protection in the 
defense of the home front. As General Vandenberg has said, we can never expect 
to stop more than 3 out of 10 enemy bombers in a grand-scale attack on our cities. 
Today we could probably stop only 1 out of 10 of those bombers. 

The hard fact is that the military is not capable of offering complete protection 
for our cities, against either atomic bombs or biological-warfare or chemical- 
warfare attacks. The brunt of those attacks must be borne by our national civil 
defense organization. 

We know that Russia has atomic bombs and enough long-range TU-4’s pat- 
terned after our own B-29’s, to hit all of our major cities. That attack can come 
at any time and without warning. When it will come will not be our decision. 
When Russia decides it is to her best advantage to strike, we will be hit on the 
home front and hit hard. 

We can never absorb these attacks and fight back if we do not have an adequate 
civil defense program. 

We do not have such a program today. 

Quite frankly, we believe it is up to the Congress to assume the leadership 
necessary to build a sound civil defense program for protection of the home front. 

Americans by the thousands have offered their services to an active civil 
defense organization. In some places they have made real progress but in most 
communities they have found inadequate facilities and leadership. Now these 
patrictic Americans are being called complacent and indifferent. I say they 
are victims of frustration. Because a national pattern has not been laid down fer 
organization and training, the States, counties, and communities are unable to 
implement their programs. Until Congress appropriates funds, these States, 
counties, and communities cannot make intelligent contributions to the over-all 

rogram. 
: Concress must not break faith with these people. Congress must give the 
leadership they need and expect. A positive program with adequate funds will 
stimulate the interest of the American pe ple. 

We are all in this thing together. It is a question of personal and national 
survival. Time is still on our side, but we must stop wasting it. Civil defense 
is here; we must accept it. We must breathe life into it with money and training. 
Not only the little people of America need it, but Congress itself may be wrifing 
its own obituary through delay and confusion. 

It is no lonser a question of rushing into a new concept of life in America. 
Civil defense is a year late now. It is squarely up to you gentlemen of Congress. 
The law is adequate. The plan for civil defense is adequate. The American 
people are ready for the task. The problem is: Will you implement this vital 
program now? 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I thank you. 


SraTeEMENT BY Howarp T. Fisuer, F. A. I. A., Cutcaco, Inu., CHarrMANn or 
THE SURCOMMITTEE ON Crivi Derensgk, THe AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF 
ARCHITECTS 


The construction industry will inevitably be called upon to play an important 
part in the execution of whatever civil defense program the Congress may ulti- 
mately determine to authorize. 

In order that it may be in a position to act effectively—with particular reference 
to the practical strengthening and improving of existing structures for protective 
purposes—the construction industry will require a great deal of technical inferma- 
tion that is not now available to it, or realistically in preparation for its use. 
Such information cannot be in the language of the atomic laboratory, and must 
deal with more than the theoretical. It must be suitable for the use of the con- 
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struction industrv, in the form of seund technical criteria and standards, realis- 
tically demcnstrate?, and intellicibly mae available. Onlv by this means can 
the evnstruction industry be ready, if called up~n by the Concress, to produce 
worth-while results within anv pretictahle perind. ‘ 

A seundlv devel-ped procram fer the ecnstructinn phase ¢f civil defense is 
essential if this country is ty he in a positicn t> spend wisely the vast rescurces 
of manpower, material, and fun’s necessarily inv-lvel in any larce-seale civil 
defense proecram. It is in fact necessary for even the s.und consideration of the 
civil defense pr-hlem. 

Because of the verv special nature of this entire subject it is not within the 
power of the construction industry to solve the problem within itself. The Fed- 
eral Civil Defense Administration is the proper agency to provide the required 
information in the necessarv form. Without regard to such funds as mav prop- 
erlv be made available for other activities of the Federal Civil Defense Adminis- 
tration, we believe that at the earliest possible moment there shoulda he made 
available an anpropriation designed to permit and assure the rapid carrving out 
of this suggestion. In spite of the substantial sums which have already heen de- 
voted to civil-defense prenaration this most vital aspect of the problem has not 
received adeouate attention. We therefore recommend that all funds made 
availahle for this purpose be so restricted as to assure their sole use for the purpose 
intended and not for general adminisgrative or other purposes, 

As a fundamental feature of such a program we strongly recommend the build- 
ing of demonstration prototvpe structures, by which we mean actual three- 
dimensional examnles, completed and available for public insvection, showing 
typical school buildings, hosnitals, office buildings, apartments, houses, and other 
tvnes of structures, strencthened and improved according to such realistie civil- 
defense standards and criteria as shall be recommended. The present program 
of the Federal Civil Defense Administration contemnlates the building of certain 
structures to he subjected to test under actus) atomic blast. The demonstration 
protofvpe structures which we recommend should not be confused with those re- 
duired for such atomie tests, which will necessarily be suwhject to security restric- 
tions. We are referring here to typical sample installations to illustrate in three- 
dimensional reatitv the technical standards and criteria necessary for the sound 
exécution of civil-defense construction. Without the produetion of stich proto- 
tyne strietires as a basic festure of the program there will be a real danger of 
still finding ourselves, & vear or more hence, little further along than we are at 
present. Such prototypes will serve to give realism to the entire program and to 
force the carrving of work forward to the point where it can actually be demon- 
strated—and by that means made readily available for use by the construction 
industrv. 

In addition, we believe that such prototype structures can be of the greatest 
Value to the Congress in showing what is possible and practicable, and for the 
purpose of demonstrating actual costs. Such first prototvpes should, we believe, 
be builf both within the Washington area, where thev can be seen bv the members 
of Congress, and in at least two or three other locations readilv available to the 
balance of the country. The procedure hete recommended will reduce to a 
minimum the present great confusion, and clarifv the present conflicting informa- 
tion, which characterizes today the entire field of civil-defense construction. 
Such prototypes must be built at Federal expense, and not be dependent in any 
wav upon the matching of funds by others. 

In making our recommendation we wish to avoid drawing any comparisons 
between the importance of such a program and the importance of the other sug- 
gestions which are before you as made by the Federal Civil Defense Administra- 
tion. We are not able to speak as experts with regard to the need for public 
attitude and opinion surveys, panic and morale studies, legal-economic studies, 
and other such work r-'ating to postattack relief measures. We helieve, however 
that we are in a porition to state categorically that the funds which have so far 
been made available, and the work which has so far been executed, directed 
toward actual defense against atomic attack have been entirely inadequate and 
and not even sufficient to permit sound planning of this phase of the provram. 

Regardless of other funds which may be requested or appropriated by the 
Congress, we urge that there be made available to the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration not less than $3,500,000 for the technical work proposed, and not 
less than $10,000.000 for the actual construction of demonstration- prototypes, all 
limited to the specific use specified. 

In giving consideration to their suggestion, it is important to bear in mind that 
use must of necessity be made of existing structures to the greatest extent possible. 
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New structures, oanepe to a limited degree, will prove too costly of labor, material, 

and dollars, even if the space and time for their construction were available, Yet 
the technical problems involved in regard to the use of existing structures are 
particularly complex, and much more ditficult than in the case of special shelters. 

Without appropriate strengthening and improvement existing siructures are 
entirely inadequate to serve as protection for any appreciable percentage of our 
people within target areas. By apprcpriate strengthening and improvemenc, the 
protective value of existing structures, particularly steel and reinforced concrete 
structures of all kinds, can be vastly improved. 

Approximately 7 vears have now elapsed since the first atomic explosion, yet the 
United States is not yet in a position to seriously consider the actual execution of 
a civil defense program. It is not yet even in a position to prepare working 
drawings and specifications for such a program. To be sure, we have assorted 
suggestions, but these are entirely inadequate and barely more than astart. Not 
a single set of prototypes have ever been constructed. Nowhere can we see ex- 
amples of existing structures strengthened and improved to serve for civil defense 
use. The bare beginning of the necessary standardsrexist, if at all, only in the 
minds of a few individuals, untested, unproven, undemonstrated. We are a long 
way from practical consiruction. 

It would be safe to predict that a few millions of dollars employed in the 
immediately foreseeable future for perfecting standards and criteria for civil 
defense construction would save billions of dollars when and if this country should 
determine that it must launch a full-scale civil defense program designed for 
defense and not mere postattack relief. Of much greater importance, however, 
would be the saving of manpower and materials, under the stress of a great 
national emergency. We cannot afford not to prepare at least the standards and 
criteria needed to guide us when and if the Congress may decide a full-scale civil 
defense program to be necessary. 

There is undoubtedly in the minds of Congressmen at this time serious doubt 
as to the widsom of undertaking any large-scale program of civil defense con- 
struction, but there should be no question as to the wisdom of preparing the 
scientific and technical background for such a possible program. 

To make as clear as possible the situation which we face today, let us consider 
another segment of the construction industry, housing—a vast but relatively 
simple undertaking from a technical viewpoint. As a guide in the construction of 
housing of all kinds we have first of all much in the way of history to guide us, In 
addition, we have building codes and the voluminous recommendations of such 
organizations as the National Board of Fire Underwriters. And finally we have 
the detailed and carefully prepared standards established by the various Govern- 
ment housing agencies, Only with the knowledge that these standards are or 
will be available, has the Congress considered it wise to render governmental aid 
even to the limited degree of mortgage insurance. 

In contrast, in the field of civil defense construction we have no history or 
corresponding body of knowledge, no corresponding standards. Yet in this new 
field involving the greatest scientific complexity without any adequate experience 
to help us, it is assumed that a few fragmentary Government pamphlets will 
guide us adequately in spending hundreds of millions and in protecting the lives 
of 30 million or more of our population in order to assure the ability of our Nation 
to withstand an atomie blow. 

Regardless of the funds that might be made available, or the time of experts 
that might be devoted, it is of course impossible to achieve overnight a body of 
knowledge in the field of atomic-resistant construction comparable with that in the 
field of housing, but it is equally clear that the work so far carried out or now 
eeoteneinies represents little more than a fraction of what can and should be 

one, 

The term “civil defense’”’ has been applied to two closely related but nonetheless 
essentially separate programs: First, the program for providing a defense against 
atomic attack ; and, second, the program for providing postattack emergency relief 
and rehabilitation. Only the first of these is true civil defense, Yet, for all 
practical purposes, the United States has today a civil defense program only in 
relation to postattack and rehabilitation. To make the distinction clear: it is as 
if, in the field of flood disaster, we had no levees, only rowboats and emergency 
rations. In saying this, we do not mean to minimize to the slightest degree the 
great importance of having a well-organized relief program designed to cope in 
the soundest possible manner with the after-effects of an atomic attack. We are 
sure that a great deal of excellent work has been done in this connection by the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration and by the various State and other agencies 
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cooperating with them, and we assume that such a program should be expanded 
and improved with public interest and support enlisted to the utmost. oi) 

But this is not a civil defense program, and our concern at this time is with this 
Nation’s civil defense program in the true meaning of those words: a program 
designed to defend the civil community against atomic attack to the maximum 
extent possible without such a vast expenditure of dollars, manpower, or materials 
that its execution would be impracticable or unwarranted in view of our military 

reparations and in terms of an over-all appraisal of the economic life of our 
Nation. 

Such a civil defense program can be worth while. Our country clearly cannot 
afford a civil defense program designed to render a high degree of protection for 
our entire population, but equally it must not fail to take those steps within our 
capacity which will serve greatly to increase the chance of survival for millions of 
our citizens living and working in and near our great industrial and transportation 
centers. 

In the light of present knowledge it is unfortunately not yet possible to deter- 
mine the exact degree of protection which it may be practicable for our Nation to 
provide and stay within the limitations of economic reality. Since the first 
atomic bomb was dropped, so little, comparatively, has been accomplished in the 
way of assembling the necessary technical information that this question cannot 
vet be adequately answered. But the inability to answer with exactness serves 
merely to stress the need for a much greater understanding of.the problem. It 
does not lessen in any way the urgency of a soundly conceived civil-defense pro- 
gram. 

We do not wish to suggest that this country in any sense retreat behind a 
‘‘Maginot line,” even if such a program were within the capacity of our economy. 
We do believe, however, that under no circumstances should we leave ourselves 
completely exposed to atomic attack, except as unstrengthened and unimproved 
existing structures may happen to provide some degree of protection for popula- 
tions within our target areas. It is not enough merely to select by inadequate 
criteria the least vulnerable portions of our existing structures and designate them 
as shelter areas. Such a procedure, now being followed in many cities, constitutes 
a fraud upon our people—comparable to directing the passengers of a sinking 
vessel to lifeboats manifestly inadequate to weather the seas upon which they are 
to be launched, 

The prevalent apathy toward civil defense undoubtedly results from the fatalis- 
tie belief that little that is worth while can be accomplished. The program 
which we wish to recommend for execution in the immediate future will cost a 
relatively insignificant amount and will serve greatly to clear the air of this 
misconception and to prove, to the satisfaction of our people and to the Congress, 
the practicability of achieving a worth while degree of protection on a sound and 
reasonable basis. Atomic tests during the last vear have demonstrated more 
clearly than ever the need for such a program. The more advanced study of the 
technical aspects of atomic warfare can demonstrate means for achieving practical 
protective measures within the limitations of available material and manpower. 

To effectuate our recommendations, we proposed the following language in 
the bill, to be inserted as a separate program for research and development for 
prototype demonstration: 

“For research, design services, testing and demonstration of prototypes of 
houses, apartment buildings, office buildings, hospitals, school buildings and other 
types of structures, strengthened and modified according to recommended civil 
defense standards and criteria, $3,500,000; and for the actual remodeling and 
alteration of existing structures to create such prototypes, $10,000,000.” 

In conclusion let us stress once again that construction is fundamental to an 
adequate civil defense. With it, the lives of millions may be saved—without it, we 
will at best be prepared only to pick up the pieces following an atomic attack. 

If war comes, our country must expect to be a battleground. For a few brief 
hours or days, it may be the battleground—where the fate of our Nation and a 
free world is determined. 

» Our great industrial, governmental, and transportation centers are peopled by 
over 30 million men, women, and children. These centers and these people will 
in the event of war be immediately at stake. 

FP’ In the present state of the world, we are preparing for war. We must, there- 
fore, prepare also for attack. An adequate civil defense program must have as a 
goal the preservation of the maximum number of lives within our target areas. 
Except in the immediate vicinity of an atomic burst, this is by no means an 
impossible assignment. But it can only be achieved by construction, through 
the alteration and strengthening of existing structures (where adequate protective 
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measures can thus be most readily provided) and through the building of new 
structures of most suitable types where that may be required. 

We must prepare ourselves for the execution of such a program, when and if 
the Congress determines it to be desirable, by the establishment in the immediate 
future of all necessary technical standards and criteria—and by their demonstra- 
tion in a limited number of actual structures of all principal types. Such a 
program should have been undertaken long before this with realistic results made 
available by this time. It is not too late, however, and with the benefit of the 
information resulting from atomic tests in recent months the coming year can go 
far toward making up for the failures of the past. Such a program is the very least 
that should be undertaken at this time. Such a program will make it possible for 
Congress in the future to deal realistically with the defense aspect of our country’s 
civil-defense program. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
Pusiic Buitpinas ADMINISTRATION 


STATEMENTS OF JESS LARSON, ADMINISTRATOR OF GENERAL 
SERVICES; MAX MEDLEY, COMPTROLLER; D. E. A. CAMERON, 
DIRECTOR, BUDGET DIVISION; W. E. REYNOLDS, COMMIS- 
SIONER OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS; W. A. SCHMIDT, DEPUTY 
DIRECTOR, BUILDINGS MANAGEMENT; P. V. FINEGAN, CHIEF, 
ACQUISITION AND UTILIZATION, AND J. E. STRAWSER, BUDGET 
REPRESENTATIVE 


REMODELING OF CHICAGO POST OFFICE 


Chairman McKex.uar. The next item will be ‘‘General Services 
Administration.” 


I will place in the record at this point a communication received 
from the President, dated June 28, 1952. 
‘(The material referred to follows:) 


[S. Doe. 155, 82d Cong., 2d sess.] 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT OF TRE UNITED STaTES TRANSMITTING A 
PrRorposED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION FOR THE GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION, FiscaL YEAR 1953, AMOUNTING TO $576,200 


Tue Waite Hovss, 
Washington, June 28, 1952. 
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE. 


Srr: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the consideration of the Congress 
& proposed supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 1953, in the amount of 
$576,200, for the General Services Administration. 

The details of this proposed appropriation, the necessity therefor, and the 
reasons for its submission at this time are set forth in the attached letter from the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, with whose comments and observations 
thereon I concur. 

Respectfully yours, 
Harry 8. Truman. 


EXx&cuTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BurREAU OF THE BuDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 27, 1952. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 

Str: I have the honor to submit herewith for your consideration a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 1953, in the amount of $576,200, 
for the General Services Administration, as follows: 
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“GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
“REMODELING THE ConcGrREss SrrEET Post Orrice, Cuicago, ILuNors 


“For remodeling the Congress Street Post Office building and facilities in Chicago, 
Illinois, including ramps and approach roadways, as authorized by seetion 408 of 
the Public Buildings Aet of 1949 (63 Stat. 176), to ate Congress Street to be 
developed, by the city of Chieago, as a super highway through said post office, 
$576,200,:to remain available until expended: Provided, That this appropriation 
shall not be available until the city of Chicago shall have paid to the United States 
the sum of $600,000 as its contribution to the cost of the project appropriated for 
herein, and said amount may be credited to this appropriation and shall be 
available for the purposes thereof.’ 

Section 408 of the Public Law 105, approved June 16, 1949, authorizes the 
appropriation of such sum as shal] be necessary to defray the cost that should be 
borne by the United States incident to the construction of a super highway 
through the Congress Street Post Office. 

As authorized also by said law negotiations have been carried forward and 
agreement reached with the city of Chicago, IIl., as to the respective shares of the 
total cost of the project to be borne by the city and by the United States. 

This proposed supplemental was not included in the budget because negotia- 
tions with the city have only recently been concluded. 

I recommend that the foregoing proposed supplemental appropriation be 
transmitted to the Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
F. J. Lawton, 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 


Chairman McKe tar. We will also place in the record the justifi- 
cation statement submitted by the agency. 
(The amendment referred to follows:) 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


SvupPLEMENTAL EstTiMaTE OF APPROPRIATION, 1953—ApPrrEAL TO THE SENATE 
From ActTION BY THE House or REPRESENTATIVES ON THE SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATION Bru, 1953, H. R. 8370 


‘“EMERGENCY OPERATING BXPENSES”’ 


Proposed amendment 


On page 46, line 7, strike out “$5,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$8,460,- 
000’ and on line 8 strike out the word “only”. (1953 House hearings: pp. 359 
to 373.) 


Budgetary data 


Budget estimate for 1953-_------ i $8, 500, 000 
Appropriated for 1952_...-.--.----- gicten ects: emit 9, 250, 000 


Change from 1952 to 1953 — 750, 000 


Amount in House bill : 5, 000, 000 
Proposed amendment 8, 460, 000 


DEE OO na sane digi aki aie ned td ah ee sein +3, 460, 000 

Legislative history 

House Report No. 2316, page 60: 

ie * Due to the present state of indecision as to the status this agency 
scestinlte Stabilization Agency) will actually assume in fiscal year 1953, no 
action has been taken on these estimates. Following the same line of thought no 
action has been taken on the estimate of the General Services Administration 
which includes the rental of space for ESA”’ and on page 65 is found the follow- 
ing footnote in reference to the item for GSA ‘“‘Recommendations will be made in 
the form of committee amendments” (Congressional Record, June 28, 1952, p. 
8576, 3d column). Amendment offered by Mr. Whitten to insert-on page 41, 
after line 18 of the bill as reported to the House, the following: 
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“GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


“For an additional amount for ‘Emergency operating expenses,’ $5,000,000; 
and appropriations granted under this head for the fiscal year 1953 shali be 
available only to enable the General Services Administration to carry out its 
functions arising out of the Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended.” 

The amendment was agreed to without debate. 


Justification of the amendment 


The budget estimate for the General Services Administration for 1953 is based 
on and computed from the number of employees of agencies engaged in defense- 
production functions between July 1, 1952, and June 30, 1953. This number was 
supplied, as has been the custom for estimates for this appropriation, by the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Immediately following the passage of the subject bill by the House, the Bureau 
supplied GSA with a revision of the number of such employees as of June 30, 
1953, of 25,315 on which the budget estimate was based to 23,610. This reduc- 
tion of 1,705 applied to ESA at a uniform rate of 426 effective at the end of each 
quarter during the year. 

In keeping with the 6 months average lag between reduction in employment 
and resulting reduction in space costs, the only reduction during 1953 would 
be for one quarter of the year for the 426 employees reduced by the end of the 
first quarter or 426150 square feet x $2.42 4=$38,660. For the purpose 
of this amendment this has n rounded to a reduction of $40,000 below the 
budget estimate of $8,500,000 to $8,460,000. 

As this revised amount is so close to that of the budget estimate, it is proposed 
that the original justification submitted to the Senate Appropriations Committee 
on June 16, 1952, be utilized as justification of the monetary provision of this 
amendment, less of course the $40,000 discussed above. 

Piecemeal reductions in employment of agencies engaged in functions under 
the Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended, will not produce savings in 
space costs until an average of 6 months following the effective date of employ- 
ment reductions. Full credit was given in the budget estimate in connection 
with reductions of 4,459 positions below July 1, 1952, and this proposed amend- 
Prt — a further credit for reductions of an additional 1,705 positions, a total 
of 6,164. 

The $5,000,000 provided in the bill as passed by the House is so inadequate 
that it would result in either the necessity of a supplemental estimate or a great 
number of private claims by lessors. In addition to the minor amount of $240,000 
for functions of GSA under the Defense Production Act, the budget estimate 
includes the rental and management of 3,525,000 square feet of general-purpose 
space actually on hand July 1, 1952, almost all of which is under firm leases 
totaling over $6,300,000 with related services costing almost $2,000,000 annually. 

In the appropriation language for this item, the flows added the word “only” 
to the language as passed for 1952 and as proposed for 1953 in the phrase “shall 
be available only to enable’, etc. As the basic ‘““Emergency Operates Expenses” 
appropriation for 1953 is included in the Independent Offices Appropriation 
bill in the amount of $22,668,250 for eae a space for emergency expansion 
of agencies other than that which arises out of the Defense Production Act of 
1950, as amended, the effect of the word ‘‘only’’ would be to restrict the basic 
appropriation as well as the subject additional amount to an extent which was not 
contemplated either in the budget estimate or, it is safe to presume, by the author 
of the language in H. R. 8370. 


EMERGENCY OPERATING EXPENSES 


Chairman McKetzar. All right, Mr. Larsen, you may proceed. 

Mr. Larsen. Senator McKellar and gentlemen, we are here asking 
an amendment to H. R. 8370 in the item for emergency operating 
expenses under which services are furnished by General Services Ad- 
ministration in connection with the Defense Production Act. 

We requested $8,500,000 and the House allowed $5,000,000. We 
are asking that it be restored at $8,460,000, for the reason that we 
are informed by the Bureau of the Budget that the Defense Production 
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Act agencies are presenting a strong appeal for all but 1,705 of the 
people included in their budget estimates. Therefore, if we are to 
furnish the space for the people who are to be employed by them, we 
have to have a restoration to the amount we requested. 


HOSPITAL FACILITIES IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The other is an item about which there is no controversy. Thattis 
the item of eleven million-plus dollars for grants to hospitals in the 
District of Columbia in accordance with the hospital bill which was 
passed some time back. 


CONGRESS STREET POST OFFICE, CHICAGO, ILL. 


The third item is not in the bill as passed by the House, it has been 
sent directly to the Senate by communication from the President and 
is for $576,200 of the Government’s portion of the cost of alterations 
to the Congress Street post office in Chicago and approaches to 
facilitate the construction of a superhighway along Congress Street 
by the city of Chicago, which will pass through the Post Office 
Building. 

The city of Chicago is furnishing $600,000 of the cost, $151,800 
will be paid from other funds, and the remaining cost for this appro- 
priation is $576,200. 

Briefly, that is our case, Senator. 

Chairman McKeuuiar. Any questions, gentlemen? 


WIDENING OF CONGRESS STREET 


Senator E.tutenper. Mr. Larson, regarding this recent request of 
the President, our share will be $576,200 for the super-highway? 

Mr. Larsen. The share that has not heretofore been covered by 
appropriation. 

Senator ELLeENDER. Why should we be called upon for that much 
to build a super highway in the city of Chicago? 

Mr. Larsen. Maybe super-highway is an unfortunate choice of 
words. This is really to facilitate the widening of Congress Street, 
running from the heart of the Loop out to the environs of Chicago. 

Senator E,tenper. Why should we be called upon to do this? 
Do the rest of the property owners in Chicago put up money to 
enlarge the street? 

Mr. Larsen. Mr. Reynolds is familiar with the legislative history 
and the act that originally provided for this. 

Mr. Reynotps. At the time the post office was built, Congress 
Street was not a through street, but it was contemplated as a part of 
the highway development plan of the city of Chicago. So in building 
the post office two openings were left on the first floor for a four-lane 
highway going in each direction. 

Vhen the city of Chicago proceeded to consider the superhighway 
over the Congress Street route, at an estimated cost of $50 million, 
they were required to incorporate in their plans the proposal to go 
through these two openings. . 

It became obvious in our discussions that these openings could not 
be used as a superhighway and also for mail trucking ey the Post 
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Office Department at the same time. It is now being used entirely 
by the Post Office Department as an access to ramps for trucks 
leading to the second floor. 

Senator ELLenper. You got permission to do that from the city? 

Mr. Reynoups. That is right. 

Senator ExLenper. Have they withdrawn that permission? 

Mr. Reynouips. No. Then we had this situation: It was obvious 
you could not have a super-highway and trucks coming down every 
30 seconds onto the highway although they had the right to go through. 

This money is for rearrangement within the post-office building 
itself, so that we can gain other access to the second floor. The city 
"i Chicago has agreed to pay $6,000, which we think is a satisfactory 
offer. 

Senator ELLENDER. So the money being appropriated now is simply 
to be spent by the Government to reinstate the post office so that 
when this highway is built you will be able to use the facilities? 

Mr. Reyno.tps. That is right. They pay $6,000. 

Senator ELLENpER. I see. All right. 


CHANGE IN LANGUAGE 


Mr. Larsen. We are asking also, Senator, in connection with the 
bill that came over, a change in language. I think that the House 
overlooked this situation. 

Chairman McKe.iar. What page and what line of the bill? 

Mr. Larsen. Page 46, line 8, Senator. 

Now, there is an item the President submitted as an appropriation 
request for the General Services Administration, called ‘‘ Emergency 
operating expenses.” That item is broken down into two parts. 
One part is for emergency operating expenses in connection with the 
activities of the Department of National Defense. It is not related 
in any sense to the Defense Production Act. 

The other item under that general heading is the item which is 
before you now, and that is for expenses of furnishing space and services 
in connection with activities under the Defense Production Act. 

The House inadvertently added the word ‘only’ in the phrase— 


available only to the General Services Administration for functions arising under 
the Defense Production Act. 


Now the Congress has already appropriated $22 million for meeting 
emergency operating expenses in connection with the activities of 
the Department of Defense. We are certain that the House did not 
intend that this word “only’”’ would limit the entire emergency operat- 
ing expense appropriation to the Defense Production Act functions. 

e call it to the attention of the committee and request a language 
change that would remove any doubt that might arise in that 
connection. 

Senator ELLENDER. So you would simply want to strike out the 
word “only’’? ' 

Mr. Larsen. That in substance is all that is necessary. 

Chairman McKe.uar. In line 8? 

Mr. Larsen. In line 8, to strike out the word “only”. 

Chairman McKe iar. Anything else? 
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RESTORATION OF EMERGENCY OPERATING EXPENSES 


Mr. Larsen. Nothing, except, Senator, to emphasize the fact that 
if the Defense Production agencies are forced to cut off people we, 
unfortunately, cannot immediately cut off the expense of the space 
which they have been occupying. A number of our leases have been 
entered into for a period of 1 year, and with whatever figure the 
Congress comes up with insofar as employment of the Defense Pro- 
duction agencies is concerned, we would like to have consideration 
given to our financial difficulties in reducing our expenditures for 
space. 

PWe have a period of lag of an average of 6 months there. We 
eannot cut off immediately with the cutting off of the people. I 
think that is what the House contemplated in reducing this item 
from $8,500,000 to $5,000,000. We have no basis for any reduction 
other than for part of the year for 1,700 people. 

Therefore, we are asking for restoration to the figure of $8,460,000, 
which will be necessary to pay for space for the people that we are 
informed will be covered by the appeals of Defense Production 
agencies which we must serve. 

Chairman McKeuuar. Are there any questions, gentlemen? 


STOCKPILING OF CRITICAL MATERIALS 


Senator Frreavson. Could I inquire about your stockpiling, how 
you are proceeding with the stockpiling? Let us say the item of lead, 
for instance. What are you doing now on stockpiling lead? 

Mr. Larsen. We have certain purchase contracts for lead which are 
feeding lead into the stockpile. 

Senator Freravson. When you do that, do you vary the amount to 
be stockpiled depending upon the requirement of civilian production? 

Mr. Larsen. That is varied by the allocations that are made avail- 
able to us by the Defense Production Administration for stockpiling. 

Senator Frerauson. For instance, we had in here Civil Defense. 
We were talking about stockpiling of drugs and medical supplies. It 
appears that the military had $450 million worth of stockpiling. 

I want to know why Civil Defense could not have access to that 
kind of stockpile and the military have access to the Civil Defense 
vipckee. Do you have anything to do with the Civil Defense stock- 

ile? 
: Mr. Larsen. We only stockpile raw materials, sir. 

Senator Ferevson. You only stockpile raw materials? 

Mr. Larsen. Under the provision of Public Law 520. 

Chairman McKetiar. What kind of raw materials do you stock- 
pile? 

MATERIALS STOCKPILED 


Mr. Larsen. Raw materials which the Munitions Board considers 
stragetic and critical, such as tin, rubber, copper, nickel, and so forth. 

Senator Fereuson. And lead? 

Mr. Larsen. And lead, zinc. 

Senator Ferecuson. Can you give us the figures on how-much you 
have stockpiled and how it has been going in and out for a year? 

Mr. Larsen. We have not taken any lead out of the stockpile. 
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Chairman McKnrtiar, Do you stockpile synthetic rubber? 
Mr. Larsen. We do not stockpile synthetic rubber, only natural 
rubber, Senator. 

Senator Fercuson. Will you get us the figures on the amount of 
the stockpile with respect to copper, lead, zinc, and tin; how much 
has gone in, and how much has come out? 

Mr. Larsen. I shall be glad to do that. 

Senator Frrauson. Is there a policy that the stockpile size depend 
upon the need of the civil production? 

Mr. Larsen. No. I have no responsibility in fixing the objective. 

Senator Frrauson. If there is, I would like to have you get it from 
some other agency, if that is the controlling cause. 


STOCKPILE OBJECTIVE 


Mr. Larsen. The stockpile objective is fixed by the Munitions 
Board after consultation with the Interdepartmental Stockpile 
Committee and it takes into consideration certain assumptions, 
makes certain assumptions as to a war, and the requirements for the 
prosecution of that war, plus certain essential civilian requirements. 

Senator Frereuson. Do I understand that your particular agency 
has nothing to do with the determination of the amount or size of the 
stockpile? 

Mr. Larsen. That is right. 

Senator Frerauson. You are merely an executing agency? 

Mr. Larsen. That is right. 

Senator Frercuson. If somebody else determines that you have a 
~ pounds of this or that, you would store a million pounds of this 
or that! 

Mr. Larsen. That is right. 

Senator Frerecuson. If they determined it was to be cut down, you 
would release from the stockpile that number of pounds, or tons, or 
whatever it was? 

Mr. Larsen. It can only be released from the stockpile by a 
directive from the Congress or from the President. 

Senator Fereuson. That is what I meant. You have no determi- 
nation on size? 

Mr. Larsen. No. 

Senator Fereuson. But you could give us the figures on the 
amount of the various stockpiles, how much went in and how much 
went out? 

Mr. Larsen. That is right. 

Senator Fereuson. If there are any orders determining whether 
or not their civilian production has anything to do with it, or civilian 
demand, you will furnish those to the committee? 

Mr. Larsen. Yes. 

Senator Frreuson. If they are secret, of course you will mark 
them secret? 

Mr. Larsen. I will furnish you the orders which we have received 
for reductions to the stockpile. 

Chairman McKe.uar. there any further questions? 

If not, we are very much obliged to you. 

Mr. Larsen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Bureau oF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY 


STATEMENTS OF ROBERT C. GOODWIN, DIRECTOR; E. L. KEENAN, 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR; EUGENE LOVE, CHIEF, ESTIMATES AND 
EXPENDITURES DIVISION, AND JAMES E. DODSON, BUDGET 
OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


RESTORATION REQUESTED 


Chairman McKzn. LAR. The next agency is the Bureau of Employ- 
ment Security of the United States Department of Labor. 

As I understand it, your request is that we increase the item on page 
7, line 24, or, rather, restore it to $13,600,000? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right, Mr. Chairman. This item is for 

rants to the States. It is for the operation of the Employment 
Bieeneea in the States and the unemployment insurance program in the 
States. It is a supplemental item. 

Senator Fereuson. It is not a deficiency? 

Mr. Goopwin. It is a supplemental for 1953; that is right, Senator. 

Senator Frrcuson. You are certainly starting early, just 2 days 
old. 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right, sir. 

Senator Frercuson. Could you not wait until this Congress re- 
turned in January? 

Mr. Goopwin. The States do not have a basis of operation between 
now and that time if we do, Senator. 

Senator Fercuson. In other words, you would have to place them 
on the basis in the present appropriation? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. 

Senator Fereuson. That basis would not be sufficient to allow them 
to operate between now and January? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. You see, this budget was made up 
originally almost a year ago and the economic assumptions that were 
used for making up the budget were for lower unemployment than has 
actually developed. 


CLAIMS FOR UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 


So that as of right now we have about a million continued claims for 
unemploy ment insurance. 

Senator Fercuson. You say the unemploy ment is greater than you 
anticipated? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right, sir. It is still not a large amount, but 
it is more than we anticipated, 

Senator Ferauson. How is it compared to last year at this time? 

Mr. Goopwin. This chart illustrates the problem we have. 

Senator Ferauson. When is your last week that you know any- 
thing about unemployment, that you checked on unemployment? 


~~ 
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ESTIMATED UNEMPLOYMENT 


Mr. Goopwin. The week before last, I think. At that time they 
were running a little over a million. 

Senator Ferauson. Unemployed? 

Mr. Goopwin. Drawing unemployment insurance. 

Senator Frrauson. Do you know how that compares to the 
number actually unemployed? 

Mr. Goopwin. Of the unemployed covered by State unemploy- 
ment insurance laws, about 95 percent file claims. 

In other words, the claims figure is about 95 percent of the insured 
unemployment figure. 

Senator Frereuson. So you have a million now. How many did 
you anticipate? 

Mr. Goopwin. The request that we submitted would provide for 
890,000. In other words, we are providing in this request for about 
an 11-percent improvement in the situation. 

The original request that the Congress appropriated money for 
would provide for $610,000. What the House restored would bring 
that up $722,000. 

Senator Frreuson. You have now got a million? 

Mr. Goopwin. We now have a million. If we got the full amount 
of our request, it would bring it up to where we could finance $890,000. 

Senator Fercuson. But with the anticipated expenditures of 
military funds and what we get on the military committee indicating 
the amount of this pick-up in employment, do you not think you would 
have unemployment reduced considerably, if their figures are any- 
where near right? 

Mr. Goopwin. I do not believe it will improve any more than the 
11 percent that we have allowed, Senator. We have provided for an 
11 percent improvement in the situation. 

I do not believe that it will improve beyond that. 

Senator Frrcuson. You have the figures of their so-called expendi- 
tures? 

Mr. Goopwin. Yes, we do. Their figures indicate that we will 
need to expand defense employment by about another million, that is 
those working on defense work——— 

Senator Frrcuson. To put a million more men to work? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. 

Senator Ferauson. In the next quarter or half? 

Mr. Goopwin. The next year. 

Senator Fercuson. There will be a million more people go on 
defense work? 

Mr. Goopwin. Yes. 

Senator Fercuson. How much will that reduce civilian production 
because of material taken away from civilians? 

Mr. Goopwin. There will be a net increase in the labor force in that 
period of about 800,000, 

Senator FerGuson. A net increase? 

Mr. Goopwin. Yes, in the labor force. 

Senator Feracuson. How much are we adding to our labor force 
naturally per year because of the increase in population? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is the figure | gave you. The net increase is 
about 800,000. 
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Senator Freracuson. If we are not absorbing them, what is the 
natural increase? 

Mr. Goopwin. The total increase is around 1,200,000 to 1,300,000. 
I mean, the total that come in, young people coming in. 

Senator Frereuson. It is about 1,200,000 to 1,300,000? 

Mr. Goopwrn. Yes, but we have those that are retiring. 

Senator Ferguson. What are those? 

Mr. Goopwrn. That runs between 400,000 and 500,000, which 
leaves you a net of between 700,000 and 800,000. 

Senator Ferauson. A million will be taken into defense? 

Mr. Goopwin. Yes. 


DEFENSE INCREASE 


Senator Fereuson. Then how many will be dropped out of civilian 
because of defense increase? 

Mr. Goopwin. There will be some of that defense increase, those 
people will be recuited from the nondefense work. Some of it is just 
conversfon where they have been making one sort of thing, and they 
will go over to another. 

Senator Fereuson. How many of the factories outside of civilian 
production will be closed or cut down because of the increased taking 
of material by the military? 

Mr. Goopwin. Our estimates are that there will be actually an 
increase on the civilian because more material will be available than 
has been available this last year. That may be changed somewhat 
by the steel situation. 

We have lost considerable steel now. We have no revised estimates 
based on that because we have not been able to figure it vet. 

Chairman McKetuar. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Goopwin. We have a representative of the States here. 
Would you like to hear a word from Mr. Garrett? 


STATEMENT OF H. F. GARRETT, CHAIRMAN, ADMINISTRATIVE 
GRANTS COMMITTEE, INTERSTATE CONFERENCE OF EMPLOY- 
MENT SECURITY AGENCIES AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, EM- 
PLOYMENT SECURITY AGENCY, STATE OF IDAHO 


SUPPORT OF BUREAU OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY 


Mr. Garrett. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is H. F. Garrett. JI am chairman of the administrative grants 
committee, Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agencies, 
and also executive director of the Employment Security Agency of the 
State of Idaho. 

I am appearing here on behalf of the States because the States have 
the responsibility of administering both unemployment compensation 
and service programs. 

The appropriation is the money we depend on to carry out proper 
and efficient administration of the State laws. 

During the past several years we have faced the situation of in- 
creasing claims loads in excess of the money appropriated and our 
experience hes been that the supplemental appropriations reach after 
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the workloads so that we are not in the position to meet our responsi- 
bilities under State law. 

We are very much interested in this supplemental appropriation 
because at the present time our workloads are ‘exceeding the amount 
of the estimates and because of that we have difficulty in meeting our 
state responsibilities. 

Chairman McKee .uar. Is there anything further? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is all. 

Chairman McKetuar. We will place the statement of Mr. Goodwin 
and the statement of Mr. Garrett, in the record at this point. 

Mr. Goopwin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The statements referred to follow:) 


SraTeMent or H. F. Garrerr, CHarRMAN, ADMINISTRATIVE GRANTS CoMMIT- 
TEE, INTERSTATE CONFERENCE OF EMPLOYMENT Security AGENCIES AND 
Executive Direcror, Employment Securiry Acency, State or IpaHo 


Mr. Chairman, I am appearing on behalf of the States with reference to that 
— of the supplemental appropriation making funds available to the Bureau of 
‘mployment Security for grants to States covering costs of administration of 
State near security programs. 

First, I should like to point out that the funds appropriated for this purpose 
should not be considered in the same light as other appropriations covering the 
cost of operating the Federal Government. The tax collected under the Federal 
Unemployment Tax Act through the levy on the payrolls of employers is the source 
of funds and the revenue collected under this tax has, during every year of its 
existence, far exceeded the amount appropriated. 

Employment Security (unemployment insurance and employment service) is 
a State-Federal cooperative arrangement under which the States have the re- 
sponsibility for both the payment of unemployment insurance and the operation 
of public employment offices. The only source of administrative funds is the 
grants received from the Federal Government through congressional appropria- 
tion. Under this arrangement, both the States and the Federal Government have 
defined areas of responsibility. The States, however, have experienced extreme 
difficulty in meeting their legal responsibilities due to the inadequacies of appro- 

riations. They are compelled to depend on the Federal Bureau of Employment 
curity to initiate a budget estimate and negotiate with the Bureau of the Budget 
for an amount to be included in the President’s Budget which is submitted to the 
Congress. State Administrators cannot participate in these negotiations, even 
though they are ultimately responsible for the proper administration of State 
laws, and are wholly dependent upon the adequacy of the appropriation, 

These budgets are prepared on a workload basis and those workloads, particu- 
larly in unemployment insurance, are not controllable as are the workloads in 
most other governmental programs, When these uncontrollable workloads sub- 
stantially exceed those covered by the appropriation, State admfhistrators are 
seriously handicapped in meeting their legal responsibilities. This has been a 
recurring experience during the past several years with the result that it has been 
necessary to obtain supplemental appropriations. The unfortunate part of such 
experience is that the processing of those workloads cannot be delayed. The 
time consumed in obtaining a supplemental appropriation is such that serious 
damage has been done before the funds can be made available. The Federal law 
specifically charges the States with the responsibility of conducting proper and 
efficient administration as measured by standards spelled out in the law. 

One of the points of emphasis in the Federal law is that requiring the prompt 

yment of benefits when due. Whenever the Secretary of Labor finds that a 

tate has failed to comply with all of the standards, and particularly the one 
requiring the payment of benefits when due, he may subject a State to loss of 
further administrative grants and the loss of tax offset to employers. When the 
grant of funds to the States is substantially below the amount required to finance 
the cost of efficient administration, then it becomes impossible to pay benefits 
when due. It also results in the payment of many improper claims due to the 
inability of the States to conduct proper claims examination and screening pro- 
cesses. This in turn results in excessive expenditure from the State trust funds 
which are maintained through a payrol! tax on the same emplovers who are paving 
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the payroll tax providing the source of revenue for the Federal administrative 
grants. 

State employment security departments also have some clearly defined re- 
sponsibilities in connection with defense manpower. They cannot further curtail 
their employment service Staffs to handle claims and still meet those responsibili- 
ties. 

For the fiscal year 1953, the States estimated $217,000,000 would be necessary 
to finance the administration of State laws. The Bureau of the Budget submitted 
a request for $195,680,000 of which $12,000,000 was a reserve to be used to finance 
workloads in excess of those estimated in the basie budget and to cover the costs 
of salary rate increases in excess of those in effect at the time the basic budget was 
being submitted. The third item in the contingency reserve covered the cost of 
changes in State laws. This request provided for a basic appropriation of $183,- 
680,000 which is approximately the same amount that has been provided for ad- 
ministrative costs during the fiseal year 1952. It does not take into account that, 
during fiscal 1952, the amount made available includes supplemental appropria- 
tidris made necessary by increased work loads, higher salary rates, and increased 
costs due to changes in State law: so, it is obvious that the basic appropriation 
requested by the Bureau of the Budget was inadequate when submitted. The 
contingency fund of $12,000,000 could have been made available to partially re- 
lieve the situation but the action taken by the House in reducing the basic appro- 
priation to $178,560,000 and the contingency fund to $5,000,000 completely elim- 
inated this possibility. The $183,560,000 provided in the original appropriation 
for fiscal 1953 therefore gives no consideration to the substantial increase in work- 
loads and the increase in costs. It was for this reason that a supplemental request 
became necessary. 

The Bureau of Employment Security working in cooperation with the States 
estimated that a minimum additional amount of $18,000,000 would be necessary 
to properly finance the cost of administering State laws. This estimate was re- 
duced by the Bureau of the Budget to $13,600,000 and was further reduced by 
the House to $6,800,000. There is everv indicstion that workloads will not 
diminish, and there is no prospect of a reduction in salary rates or costs of ma- 
terials and supplies. There, likewise, is no basis for assuming any change in 
State laws that may reduce the costs of administration. 

On behalf of the State administrators who must carry the responsibility for the 
proper and efficient administration of State laws, I respectfully request restoration 
of the $6,800,000 reduction made by the House in that part of the appropriation 
for grants to States for administration of State employment security laws. 


STATEMENT OF RoBERT C. Goopwin, BuREAU OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY, 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee. We are requesting $13,- 
600,000 in supplemental funds for grants to the States for administration of the 
employment service and unemployment insurance program. The funds are 
needed primagily to meet the additional costs of unemployment insurance claims 
loads which have continued at a higher rate than we estimated at the time our 
1953 budget was made up. In addition to increases in workload we have some 
additional costs growing out of State law changes in New Jersey, Massachusetts 
Pennsylvania, New York, and Ohio. There are also some increases in nonlabor 
costs, principally rents. The estimated deficit faced by the States is more than 
can be met with the present contingency fund of $5,000,000, so we are submitting 
the request now. 

Our request for additional funds to handle unemployment insurance workloads 
during fiscal year 1953 is not based on an anticipated increase in workloads over 

resent levels, but on a projection of the increase that has already taken place. 

he estimates of workload in our original request were too conservative. /hile 
the insured unemployment base used in our current estimates for 1953 is 12.7 
percent below fiscal 1952 experience, it is 46.4 percent above that used in our 
initial budget estimate for 1953. A comparison of insured unemployment esti- 
mates for fiscal year 1953 with the experience in fiscal years 1950, 1951, and 1952 
can be readily seen by reference to the chart which has been handed to you. 

Several factors have contributed to the change in outlook for 1953. One 
significant factor was the decision early in January to stretch out thé military 
production program. This decision lowered defense production manpower needs 
for 1953. 
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Developments in consumer soft goods production also are playing an important 
role in the claims outlook. The anticipated expansion of production and employ- 
ment in these industries has not been as large as estimated. As a result, soft 
goods producing areas which are suffering from substantial amounts of unemploy- 
ment will continue to face serious problems for a longer period of time than 
anticipated. 

Relatively less important, but nevertheless significant, is the effect which the 
trends in consumer hard goods industries are having on claims volumes. ‘There is 
considerable evidence that consumer demand for a number of hard-goods items 
has lessened. Lay-offs and reduced workweeks have been reported by a number 
of manufacturers of such items as television, refrigerators, washing machines, and 
appliances. ‘lhese developments have produced a greater volume of claims cur- 
rently than we anticipated and it is likely that this condition will continue into the 
new fiscal vear. 

In addition, in view of the above changes in the volumes of defense and civilian 
demands, seasonal influences are having and will continue to have a much greater 
impact upon the economy and unemployment insurance workloads than previ- 
ously anticipated. 

e are requesting $9,902,354 to meet the cost of the increased benefit claims 
loads. These loads have continued at a much higher rate than was anticipated 
with the number of claims currently being filed running well in excess of 1,000,000 
per week. Our original request for 1953 was based on an average of about 610,000 
continued claims. Without supplemental funds the States are therefore forced 
with claims loads in excess of 1,000,000 continued claims per week but with funds 
sufficient to finance only about 60 percent of this number. Other benefit claims 
loads follow a very similar pattern. 

$237,014 is also needed for reimbursement to the Post Office Department for 
additional State postage costs. This postage is calculated on a formula basis 
which includes claims workloads as one of the factors. When claims workloads 
inerease, the postage reimbursement also increases. 

$345,450 is needed for 22,000 additional audits of employer accounts in the 
States of New York and Ohio. When these States changed their laws about a 
year ago they eliminated their automatic wage record reporting system and 
adopted a method whereby the employer furnishes individual wage information as 
claims are filed. When wage records are secured at regular intervals the balancing 
of these records with the contribution report provides a check on the aeeuracy of 
employer reports. With request wage reporting this checking eannot be done and 
the regular auditing of employer accounts becomes more essential if we are to 
avoid criticism involving the integrity of the system. 

We are also requesting $1,211,700 to cover additional experience rating costs 
not included in our regular submission. This is the process of determining em- 
ployer tax rates under experience rating provisions of State laws. Our rev'sed 
estimate of man-years for 1953 is the result of our reviews of individual State 
budget requests for 1953 which were only completed recently. The additional 
298 man-years requested is attributable in a large part to additional experience 
rating costs in Massachusetts and Pennsylvania both of whom have recently 
revised their experience rating laws and to additional costs in New York not 
covered in our original estimate. It is apparent after our State budget reviews 
that our orizinal estimates were also too conservative. 

$1,326,357 is to cover non-personal-service costs. The major portion of this 
amount. will be spent for increased costs of rental of premises. When leases 
expire, renewals are at higher rentals. Per diem allowances, communication costs, 
and other items of expenditures have also, increased. The additional payroll cost 
necessary to handle the increased claims loads will also result in larger contti- 
butions to the State retirement funds. 

New Jersey has recently passed employment security legislation containing 
such provisions at request wage reporting, charging benefits paid to all base period 
employers in inverse order, and a notice to each employer of any week of benefits 
charged to his account. No detailed analysis of the additional costs have been | 
made as yet since operating plans and procedures are only now being formulated. 
It is estimated however, that the New Jersey costs will run proportional to the 
New York costs since the laws are similar in many respects. The costs attributable 
to similar changes in New York legislation amounted to more than $4,000,000 in 
1952. Initial claims and the number of covered employers which are the center 
of the increased cost of the revised Jaw are about 25 percent that of New York. 
Accordingly, we have estimated New Jersev costs to be about $1,000,000 for the 
first year of operation under the new law. Since $422,875 of the cost can be 
financed from the regular 1953 request, an additional $577.125 will be required. 
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE 


STATEMENTS OF A. R. MACKEY, COMMISSIONER; E. A. LOUGHRAN, 
ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER; DALE FRANCIS, BUDGET OFFICER, 
IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE; S. A. ‘AN- 
DRETTA, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL; 
AND E. R. BUTTS, BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Chairman McKe iar. The next agency is the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service of the Department of Justice, and in connec- 
tion with this item I will have placed in the record a communication 
from the President, dated June 28, 1952. 

(The communication referred to follows :) 


[S. Doe, 152, 824 Cong., 2d sess.] 


CoMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED States TRANSMITTING 
A ProposED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
FiscaL YEAR 1953, AMOUNTING TO $2,000,000 


Tue Waite Houses, 
Washington, June 28, 1952. 
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE. 

Srr: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the consideration of the Con- 
gress a proposed supplemental! appropriation for the fiscal year 1953, in the amount 
of $2,000,000, for the Department of Justice. This is in accordance with my 
message of July 13, 1951, to the Congress wherein I discussed the circumstances 
of my approval of 8. 984, an act relating to the recruitment and employment of 
agricultural workers from Mexico. 

The details of this proposed appropriation, the necessity therefor, and the 
reasons for its submission at this time are set forth in the attached letter from the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, with whose comments and observations 
thereon I coneur. 

Respectfully yours, 
Harry 8S. TruMaAN. 


EXEcuTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuREAU OF THE BuDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 27, 1952. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 

Str: I have the honor to submit herewith for your consideration a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 1953, in the amount of $2,000,000, 
for the Department of Justice, as follows: 


“DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
“IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE 
“SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries and expenses’, $2,000,000.” 

The enactment of Public Law 78 provides for the recruitment of agricultural 
workers pursuant to arrangements between the United States and the Mexican 
Government. The success of the program contemplated by Public Law 78 de- 
pends largely upon the degree to which illegal entry of aliens can be prevented, a 
to recognized in the report of April 7, 1951, by the Commission on Migratory 

bor. 
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Funds were appropriated in the Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952, 
Public Law 375, for implementing that program. This proposed onpeenental 
epyorrieion will provide for carrying out the program in fiscal year 1953. 

recommend that the foregoing proposed supplemental appropriation be 
transmitted to the Congress. 
Respectfully yours, 
F. J. Lawton, 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Chairman McKetuar. Who is the first witness? 

Mr. Mackey. A. R. Mackey, Commissioner of Immigration and 
Naturalization. 


Chairman McKetuuar. Proceed, Mr. Mackey. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Mr. Mackey. Mr. Chairman, we come here today to ask for $2 
million with which to project into the fiscal year 1953 those operations 
which were authorized by the Congress and which were begun upon 
the basis of $1,390,000 given us on June 5, 1952, for the purpose of 
adding to our border patrol to the extent of 300 officer personnel and 
35 supporting clerical positions, and the erection of an maintaining of 
pronenne stations and detention camps in the Mexican border area, 
or the purpose of carrying on operations to get some control of the 
illegal migratory agricultural laborers that are coming in in hordes 
from Mexico. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much of this $2 million will be used to 
transport the illegal entrants by air? 

Mr. Mackey. Not one penny. 

Senator ELLeNpgER. I want to make that plain because the Congress 
turned it down the other day. 

Mr. Mackey. Not one cent of it will be for that purpose. 

When we were given this $1,390,000 on the 5th of June—— 

Chairman McKetiar. How much did you ask for at that time? 

Mr. Mackey. We asked originally for $4 million, sir, $4,001,000. 

Chairman McKe.iar. What did the budget give you? 

Mr. Mackey. The budget estimate was the same, sir. 


HOUSE ACTION 


Chairman McKetuar. The House cut it down? 

_ Mr. Mackey. That was stricken out on the House floor entirely, 
sir. 
Now, the Congress authorized us to put on these 300 additional 
Border Patrol men. We got the money for that purpose on the 5th 
of June 1952. We notified those recruits to report to the Mexican 
border at their own expense. They are there. Many of them have 
given up positions. Many of their wives have given up positions. 
They are there with their families, ready for training as Border Patrol 
men. 

Unless we get this $2 million, we must notify them that we cannot 
carry them for the fiscal year 1953 and they must get home at their 
own expense. 

Incidentally, they have gone to the border at their own expense. 

Senator ELLENDER. You have money to pay them to how long? 

Mr. Mackey. We have no money to pay them beyond today. 
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Senator ELtenprr. They took the job conditioned, of course, on 
Congress’ appropriating money; and, when they were put on, was 
there any time limit placed as to the time they would be employed? 

Mr. Mackey. No, sir. The $1,390,000 was to carry the 300 until 
until the 1st of July only; that is, for a period of 25 days. Now, we 
assumed that the Congress would give us the additional funds neces- 
sary to carry these 300 Border Patrol men beyond the Ist of July. 

hairman McKe tzar. Will it cost $1,390,000 to keep them there 
1 month? . 

Mr. Mackey. No, sir; all of that was not for the Border Patrol 
men. 

Chairman McKe.tuiar. How much was for the Border Patrol men? 

Mr. Mackey. $382,900 was for the Border Patrol men. The 
balance of it was for the erection of these temporary portable detention 
and processing stations plus the airlift, sir. 

Chairman McKetiar. You say $382,000. That would cost you 
about $4,000,000. 

Mr. Mackey. It is less than $1,500,000, Senator. 

Chairman McKe.uar. Four times 12 is 48, and 4 times 11 is 44; 
$4,400,000 instead of $2,000,000. If you paid out $1,319,000 for | 
month, why, it costs you a good deal more than $2,000,000 in 11 
months. 

Mr. Mackey. I understand, sir, but most of that was for these 
processing stations and for the airlift. Much of that was for the airlift. 


PAY OF BORDER PATROL MEN 


Chairman McKe.uar. But you said $382,000 was to pay these 
people that were employed. 

Mr. Mackey. Yes, sir; the Border Patrol men. 

Chairman McKe .uar. Well, the Border Patrol men cost you 
$4,400,000 in round numbers for 11 months. 

Mr. Mackey. For the Border Patrol men, we estimate it will take 
$1,459,500. That is to carry them for a year. 


EXPIRATION OF LAW 


Senator ELLENDER. The law expires December 31, does it not? 

Mr. Mackey. Which one? 

Senator ELtenpErR. This wetback law that you are trying to en- 
force now. 

Mr. Mackey. December 31, 1953. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the rest of that $2,000,000 going to be 
used for? 

Mr. Mackry. The rest of the $2,000,000—$540,500 of that—will 
be for 90 employees which will be required at the processing facilities 
or detention facilities. 

Senator Ettenper. Is that the same number you had last year? 

Mr. Mackry. That is the same number we had last year; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENpDER. So that this $2,000,000 is strictly to be used for 
the border patrol to carry on under the law as it was passed by 
the Congress? - 
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RETURN OF WETBACKS TO MEXICO 


Mr. Mackey. That is right. The airlift operations at Brownsville 
will terminate this Friday, sir. 

Chairman McKetuar. Do you have any airplanes now in which 
these men which you catch trying to cross the border are sent back to 
Mexico? 

Mr. Mackey. We send them to the interior of Mexico with the full 
cooperation of the Mexican Government. 

Chairman McKetiar. But at our expense, as I understand it. 

Mr. Mackey. But there is not a penny in this amount, Senator, 
for that purpose. 

Chairman McKeutar. We have been misinformed, then. 

Mr. AnprerTra. It was in the original estimate, but that has been 
stricken out. 

Senator ELLENDER. What cooperation do you get from the Mexican 
Government in punishing these wetbacks when you take them back 
to Mexico? 

Mr. Mackey. We have been fingerprinting them, processing them, 
so to speak, so they can be readily identified if they should return to 
the States. 

Senator ELLenpER. What is the Mexican Government doing to 
punish them? 

Mr. Mackey. Nothing, that I know of. 

Senator Extenper. If we do not get more cooperation from the 
Mexican Government in that respect than we have up to now, so far 
as I am concerned we should do away with the law. 

Mr. Mackey. If we do away with the law, we just open up our 
borders. 

NUMBER APPREHENDED 


Chairman McKe.tisr. How many came across last year? 

Mr. Mackey. More than a half million. We apprehended more 
than a half million. 

Senator ELLenprer. Even with the law on the statute books? 

Chairman McKe tar. I understand that most people, foreigners, 
from various other countries, land over here and they work in the 
fields for a short time and then they go to hotels and are employed 
under every kind of occupation other than farming. 

Mr. Mackey. Thousands of them do get into industry and into 
restaurants. 

Chairman McKertuar. I have had my breakfast sent up to me 
several times in the last few months, and frequently I have had 
people come up there who could not talk the English language at all. 
I have been wondering if you could not do something to stop it. 

Mr. Mackey. We are doing our best, sir. 


NO COOPERATION FROM MEXICAN GOVERNMENT 


Senator ELLenpER. We have been spending a lot of money on 
this problem in order to properly administer this so-called wetback 
law, but we do not get any cooperation at all from the Mexican Gov- 
ernment. The Mexican Government could stop this overnight if 
only they enforced their own laws and punished these wetbacks after 
we brought them back and surrendered them, but they will not do it. 
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ILLEGAL ENTRY OF EUROPEANS 


Chairman McKetuiar. I understand that there is an airplane 
service to bring these people largely from Europe and land them in 
Mexico, not far from the border, and they got the name by swimming 
the river without any passport and coming into this country. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. Macxery. Not to our knowledge. There is no such operation 
thet we know of. 

We do know that the Europeans are entering the United States 
illegally by way of Mexico and Canada. We know that to be a fact. 

Chairman McKe.uar. We are trying our best here in Congress to 
prevent that. We want to have those laws enforced. What we 
want you to do is enforce them. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


COST TO RETURN WETBACKS 


Chairman McKetuar. Do we pay the fare of these people going 
back to Mexico, or some other country? 

Mr. Mackey. We let out the contract. Yes, sir; we do. 

Chairman McKeuuar. Here they are law violators coming into 
our country illegally and they are being paid for their transportation 
back home. 

Mr. Mackey. It costs $20 a head. 
, Chairman McKetuar. I think that is bad policy. We cannot do 
that. 

Mr. Mackey. It costs $20 a head, and we have had airlifted about 


60,000 into the interior of Mexico; and, regardless of what the border 
newspapers say, less than 1 percent have returned to the United 
States, and those that we have apprehended have been prosecuted and 
given iail sentences. 

It is the most effective program we have ever had. It is a much 


cheaper operation. It costs less to send a Mexican to Mexico by 
airlift. 

Chairman McKeiiar. You may think that, but you are very 
wrong about it, sir. The Congress has provided differently and has 
instructed you to carry out that law, and that is what you ought to 
do. You have no business paying these people their transportation 
back home. 

Mr. Mackey. The Congress authorized the legislation. 

Senator McCLe.uan. Let me ask you a question or two. 

According to your contract, at $20 a head, on 60,000 you spent 
$1,200,000 approximately for airplane service carrying them back 
down there? 

Mr. Mackey. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCuie.tian. I am not questioning what the Congress 
authorized. I am trying to get at the justice of this thing. It does 
not seem to me that that is an effective remedy for this thing. I just 
do not believe that we should pursue that any further. 

I cannot conceive of our taking, as the Chairman says, a law vio- 
lator and then furnishing him that kind of transportation to get him 
back home. 
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Chairman McKe.uar. If we followed that plan, every time we 
send a man to the pentitentiary we ought to pay him his ‘salary and 
then pay his way back home after we discharge him. 

This law does not do what you say it does. You ought to read the 
law before you undertake to carry it out. 

Senator McC.ie.ian. As I understand it, this money that you are 
es on V9 now is not for that purpose. 

r. Mackny. No, sir. 

Senator McCuentan. You do have money that you are presently 
using for that purpose out of your present appropriation until the 
23d of July. We will have to cut that off. e have cut off the 
three airplanes out of Brownsville. 

Chairman MeKe.rar. Here is the law. You read it and you see 
where you are authorized. 

Mr. Mackey. It is ia the basic law that authorizes it. 

Chairman McK eiuiar. You ought to know something about the 
Jaw that you are undertaking to execute. 

Mr. Mackey. This has to do with agricultural workers. This is 
not the section of the Jaw. 

Chairman McKetuuiar. These people get over there because they 
are agricultural workers. 

AUTHORITY 


Mr. Mackey. The general immigration laws authorize us to deport 
aliens found — ly in the United States and to exclude those 
whom we might apprehend trying to enter the United States. 

Chairman McKen. LAR. That is the law that provides for this thing. 
You get it and make it a part of the record. 

Mr. Mackey. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Section 20 of the Immigration Act of February 5, 1917, as amended (39 Stat. 
890; 57 Stat. 553; 8 U.S. C. 156) and as further amended by the Internal Security 
Act of 1950 (Public Law 831, 81st Cong.) provides as follows: 

“Sec. 20. (a) That the deportation of aliens provided for in this Act and all 
other immigration laws of the United States shall be directed by the Attorney 
General to the country specified by the alien, if it is willing to accept him into 
its territory ; otherwise such deportation shall be directed by the Attorney General 
within his discretion and without priority of preference because of their order 
as herein set forth, either to the country from which such alien last entered the 
United States; or to the country in which is located the foreign port at which 
such alien embarked for the United States or for foreign contiguous territory; or to 
any country in which he resided prior to entering the country from which he 
entered the United States; or to the country which had sovereignty over the 
birthplace of the alien at the time of his birth; or to any country of which such an 
alien is a subject, national, or citizen; or to the country in which he was born; 
or to the country in which the place of his birth is situated at the time he is 
ordered deported; or, if deportation to any of the said foregoing places or coun- 
tries is impracticable, inadvisable, or impossible, then to any country which is 
willing to accept such alien into ‘its territory. If the United States is at war 
and the deportation, in accordance with the preceding provisions of this section, 
of any alien who is deportable under any law of the United States, shall be found 
by the Attorney General to be impracticable or inconvenient because of enemy 
occupation of the country whence such alien came or wherein is located the 
foreign port at which he embarked for the United States or because of other 
reasons connected with the war, such alien may, at the option of the Attorney 
General, be deported (1) if such alien is a citizen or subject of a country whose 
recognized government is in exile, to the country wherein is located that govern- 
ment in exile, if that country will permit him to enter its territory; or (2) if such 
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alien is a citizen or subject of a country whose recognized government is not in 
exile, then, to a country or any political or territorial subdivision thereof which 
is approximate to the country of which the alien is a citizen or subject, or with the 
consent of the country of which the alien is a citizen or subject, to any other 
country. No alien shall be deported under any provisions of this Act to any 
country in which the Attorney General shall find that such alien would be sub- 
jected to physical persecution. If deportation proceedings are instituted at 
any time within five years after the entry of the alien, such deportation, including 
one-half of the entire cost of removal to the port of deportation, shall be at the 
expense of the contractor, procurer, or other person by whom the alien was 
unlawfully induced to enter the United States, or, if that cannot be done, then 
the cost of removal to the port of deportation shall be at the expense of the appro- 
priation for the enforcement of this Act, and the deportation from such port shall 
be at the expense of the owner or owners of such vessels or transportation lines 
by which such aliens respectively came, or, if that is not practicable, at the 
expense of the appropriation for the enforcement of this Act. If deportation 
proceedings are instituted later than five years after the entry of the alien, or, 
if the deportation is made by reason of causes arising subsequent to entry, the 
cost thereof shall be payable from the appropriation for the enforcement of this 
Act. A failure or refusal on the part of the masters, agents, owners, or consignees 
of vessels to comply with the order of the Attorney General to take on board, 
guard safely, and transport to the destination specified any alien ordered to be 
deported under the provisions of this Act shall be punished by the imposition of 
the penalties prescribed in section 18 of this Act: Provided, That when in the 
opinion of the Attorney General the mental or physical condition of such alien 
is such as to require personal care and attendance, the said Attorney General 
shall when necessary employ a suitable person for that purpose, who shall ac- 
company such alien to his or her final destination, and the expense incident to 
such service shall be defrayed in the same manner as the expense of deporting 
the accompanied alien is defrayed. Pending final determination of the deporta- 
bility of any alien taken into custody under warrant of the Attorney General, such 
alien may, in the discretion of the Attorney General (1) be continued in custody; 
or (2) be released under bond in the amount of not less than $500, with security 
approved by the Attorney General; or (3) be released on conditional parole. 
It shall be among the conditions of any such bond, or of the terms of release on 
parole, that the alien shall be produced, or will produce himself, when required 
to do so for the purpose of defending himself against the charge or charges under 
which he was taken into custody and any other charges which subsequently are 
lodged against him, and for deportation if an order for his deportation has been 
made. When such an order of deportation has been made against any alien, the 
Attorney General shall have a period of six months from the date of such order 
within which to effect the alien’s departure from the United States, during which 
period, at the Attorney General’s discretion, the alien may be detained, released 
on conditional parole, or upon bond in an amount and specifying such conditions 
for surrender of the alien to the Immigration and Naturalization Service as may 
be determined by the Attorney General. If deportation has not been practicable, 
advisable, or possible, or departure of the alien from the United States has not 
been effected, within six months from the date of the order of deportation the 
alien shall become subject to such further supervision and detention pending 
eventual deportation as is authorized hereinafter in this section. The Attorney 
General is hereby authorized and directed to arrange for appropriate places of 
detention for those aliens whom he shall take into custody and detain. 

“(b) Any alien, against whom an order of deportation, heretofore or hereafter 
issued, has been outstanding for more than six months shall, pending eventual 
deportation, be subject to supervision under regulations prescribed by the Attorney 
General. Such regulations shall require any alien subject to supervision (1) to 
appear from time to time at specified times or intervals before an officer of the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service for identification; (2) to submit, if 
necessary, to medical and psychiatric examination at the expense of the United 
States; (3) to give information under oath as to his nationality, circumstances, 
habits, associations, and activities; and such other information whether or not 
related to the foregoing as the Attorney General may deem fit and proper; and (4) 
to conform to such reasonable written restrictions on his conduct or activities 
as are prescribed by the Attorney General in his case. Any alien who shall 
willfully fail to comply with such regulations, or willfully fail to appear or to give 
information or submit to medical or psychiatric examination if required, or 
knowingly give false information in relation to the requirements of such regula- 
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tions, or knowingly violate a reasonable restriction imposed upon his conduct or 
activity, shall upon conviction be guilty of a felony, and shall be fined not more 
than $1,000 or shall be imprisoned not more than one year, or both. 

““(¢) Any alien against whom an order of deportation is outstanding under 
(1) the Act of October 16, 1918, as amended (40 Stat. 1012, 41 Stat: 1008, 54 Stat. 
673; 8 U. 8. C. 137); (2) the Act of February 9, 1909, as amended (35 Stat. 614, 
42 Stat. 596; 21 U. S. C. 171, 174-175); (3) the Act of February 18, 1931, as 
amended (46 Stat. 1171, 54 Stat. 673; 8 U. 8S. C. 156a); or (4) so much of section 
19 of the Immigration Act of 1917, as amended (39 Stat. 889-890; 54 Stat. 671- 
673, 56 Stat. 1044; 8 U.S. C. 155) as relates to criminals, prostitutes, procurers 
or other immoral persons, anarchists, subversives and similar classes, who shall 
willfully fail or refuse to depart from the United States within a period of six 
months from the date of such order of deportation, or from the date of the enact- 
ment of the Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950, whichever is the later, or 
shall willfully fail or refuse to make timely application in good faith for travel or 
other documents necessary to his departure, or who shall connive or conspire, 
or take any other action, designed to prevent or hamper or with the purpose of 
preventing or hampering his departure pursuant to such order of deportation, or 
who shall willfully fail or refuse to present himself for deportation at the time and 
place required by the Attorney General pursuant to such order of deportation, 
shall upon conviction be guilty of a felony, and shall be imprisoned not more than 
ten years: Provided, That this subsection shall not make it illegal for any alien to 
take any proper steps for the purpose of securing cancellation of or exemption 
from such order of deportation or for the purpose of securing his release from 
incarceration or custody: Prorided further, That the court may for good cause 
suspend the sentence of such alien and order his release under such conditions as 
the court may prescribe. In determining whether good cause has been shown to 
justify releasing the alien, the court shall take into account such factors as (1) the 
age, health, and period of detention of the alien; (2) the effect upon the national 
security and public peace or safety; (3) the likelihood of the alien’s following a 
course of conduct which made or would make him deportable; (4) the character 
of the efforts made by such alien himself and by representatives of the country 
or countries to which his deportation is directed to expedite the alien’s departure 
from the United States; (5) the reason for the inability of the Government of 
the United States to secure passports, other travel documents, or deportation 
facilities from the country or countries to which the alien has been ordered de- 
ported; and (6) the eligibility of the alien for discretionary relief under the immi- 

ation laws. 

“(d) Should any alien subject to the provisions of subsection (c) unlawfully 
return to the United States after having been released for departure or deported 
pursuant to this section, the previous warrant of deportation against him shall be 
considered as reinstated from its original date of issuance. 

“‘(e) If any alien subject to this section is able to depart from the United 
States, except that he is ey unable to pay his passage, the expense of such 
passage to the country to which he is destined may be paid from the appropria- 
tion for the enforcement of this Act, unless such payment is otherwise provided 
for under this Act.” 


Senator ELutenpErR. Mr. Mackey, did you carry on several years 

0, in recent years, as you are now doing, transporting them by air- 
plane? 

Mr. Mackey. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. When did you start that traffic? 

Mr. Mackey. Since June 1951. 

Senator ELLENpDER. That is before we passed the present law, that 
is the law that you are now reading from? 

Mr. Mackey. That is Public Law 78; yes, sir. 

Chairman McKe.uar. There is nothing in that law that provides 
that you pay $20, or any other sum. 

Mr. Mackey. There is nothing in here for that, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McKeE.uar. You are just doing it of your own accord 
with the peoples’ money. You are doing it illegally. 

Is there anything else, gentlemen? Are there any other questions? 
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Senator McCie.uan. I guess you have testified on what this sup- 
plemental is for? 

Mr. Mackey. Yes, sir. 

Chairman McKe tar. All right, we are very much obliged to you. 

Mr. Mackey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


SENATE ForeIGN RELATIONS CoMMITTEER 


STATEMENT OF HON. TOM CONNALLY, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


INCREASE IN COMPENSATION OF CHIEF OF STAFF 


Chairman McKe tar. Senator Connally, we shall be glad to hear 
from you. 

Senator Connatty. I thank you, Mr, Chairman. I will not keep 
you but a moment. 

I am appearing in my capacity as chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee. I am interested in the proposed amendment to the bill 
raising the compensation of the chief of staff of that committee $1,500 
a year. 

Dr. Wilcox is a very, very able gentleman. He has been with the 
enn for many years. He is a doctor of law, a Ph. D., and all 
that. 

Senator ELLENDER. Who is that? 

Senator Connatiy. Dr. Wilcox, the chief of staff of the Foreign 
Relations Committee. 

We are only asking that you increase his compensation by $1,500 a 
year, which would make his pay $13,146 a year so long as the position 
is held by the present incumbent. 

We are not seeking to do it otherwise. 

I realize that under the Reorganization Act of 1946, the salaries for 
staff members were fixed. 

But it has since been increased a number of times, most recently in 
1951. The act of 1951 provides that no committee employed shall 
receive more than $11,000, $11,646 a year, without specific authoriza- 
tion by law. That is why I have come here for this. 


INCREASE IN SALARIES BY LEGISLATIVE ACTION 


Since the passage of the Reorganization Act, salaries higher than 
the maximum have been specifically authorized by the law in a num- 
ber of instances. The chief counsel of the Kefauver committee received 
$17,500 per vear. 

Senator ELLENDER. That was a special committee. 

Chairman McKe.tiar. When was that passed? 

Senator Connatiy. The assistant chief counsel of the Kefauver 
committee received $12,500 a year. Both of these salaries were 
authorized by joint resolution. The information I am giving you 
comes from the Senate disbursing office. 

From time to time various officers of the Senate and the Parliament- 
arian, Assistant Architect, and others, have had their salaries. increased 
by legislative action. 
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I want to say furthermore that Dr. Wilcox is devoted to his work. 
Last year, or sometime back, a year or two ago, he was offered a 
osition in the State Department as Assistant Secretary of State. 
Thoy urged him to come down there and take it at a salary of $15,000 
a year, much more than he. was getting, and more than we are asking 
that he get now. 

But when I indicated to him that he could go, I would not object, 
but that I hoped he would not go, because of his experience and his 
valuable services, he rejected that position and stayed in the place 
he has now. 

So I think that is pretty good evidence of his patriotism to turn 
down that position simply to stay with the committee at my sugges- 
tion. I told him I would not object if he wanted to take it, but 
hoped he would not, so he said, ‘‘No, I will stay here with the com- 
mittee at the reduced salary.” 


INCREASE REQUESTED 


He has done so. I very much hope that the committee might 
authorize this increase. 

Chairman McKe.iar. What would that make his entire salary? 

Senator Conna.ty. I think he gets $11,646. This will be an 
increase of $1,500. 

Senator ELLENDER. He gets the same as all other employees of the 
committee serving in a like capacity? 

Senator ConNALLY. He receives the same salary as two subordinates 
who perform staff duties. 


PRESENT SALARY LIMITATION 


Senator ELLENDER. What is the limit for standing committees? 

The Cierk. It is $11,646. 

Senator ELLtenprER. Senator McCarran came here the other day 
to get his raised. When I told him we had already provided two in- 
creases last year, since last year, why he had nothing else to say. 

Dr. Wilcox was provided with those two increases last year. 

Senator Connauy. I was not aware of the fact that he had had 
two increases. They were merely cost-of-living increases granted to 
all Government employees. 

This man is an unusually capable man. He lectures at Harvard 
and all over the country. They invite him to come and speak. He 
has a small staff. 

I will not take up any more of your time, Mr. Chairman, but I 
hope you will do this. 

Chairman McKe.uar. We will see what we can do. 

Senator Connatty. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 
GRANTS TO THE REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES 


STATEMENTS OF GEN. CARL R. GRAY, JR., ADMINISTRATOR OF 
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS; S. M. MOORE, JR., BUDGET OFFICER OF 
THE VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION; J. D. BAKER, ASSISTANT 
DIRECTOR, BUDGET SERVICE; ADMIRAL J. T. BOONE, CHIEF 
MEDICAL DIRECTOR; F. H. DRYDEN, ASSISTANT ADMINIS- 
TRATOR FOR CONSTRUCTION, SUPPLY AND REAL ESTATE; 
J. J. ROCKEFELLER, DIRECTOR, CONSTRUCTION SERVICE; AND 
A. W. TATE, LIAISON OFFICER, FOREIGN RELATIONS SERVICE 


CONSTRUCTION AND EQUIPPING HOSPITALS 


Chairman McKee tuar. Our next agency will be the Veterans’ 
Administration. 

General Gray. I understand you have asked us to come here to talk 
about this hospital which has been provided for to be built in the 
Philippines in connection with the recent war. I think they call it 
grants-in-aid to the Philippines in connection with the medical care of 
veterans who are Philippine residents, but who served in World War II 
in the Philippines, Corregidor, and Bataan. 

I have a statement that I would like to make which I think will 
outline the whole story briefly to you. Then we have our staff here 
who will be glad to answer any questions that may come to you as 
questions on which you need to have further information. 

I think if your will hear this statement that I want to make it will 
clarify the whole thing for you, sir. 


SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, we are appearing 
before you today to explain the need for a supplemental appropriation 
in the amount of $5 million for grants to the Republic of the Philip- 
pines for construction and equipping of hospitals, Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. 

This request is made pursuant to Public Law 865, Eightieth Con- 
gress, which authorized grants-in-aid of not to exceed $22,500,000 to 
the Republic of the Philippines for the construction and equipping of 
hospitals for the Philippine Army and guerilla veterans with service- 
connected disabilities. 

Funds requested at this time are to supplement the $9,400,000 ap- 
propriated in fiscal year 1950—Public Law 266, Eighty-first Con- 
gress—for the construction of a hospital in the Manila, Philippines, 
area. 

PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS 


Plans and specifications for the proposed hospital, which will con- 
tain 722 beds, were concurred in by this agency in June 1951, subject 
to minor changes to be completed later in Manila. Upon-the com- 
pletion of the changes the Philippine Government advertised for 
construction bids which were opened in Manila on February 9, 1952. 
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TOTAL COST 


Based on bids received, which the Philippine Government has 
stated to be in line with current construction costs in the Philippines, 
the estimated total cost of this project is $14,400,000. 

This agency has given careful consideration to such factors as 
number of beds to be provided, estimated costs, et cetera, and is of 
the opinion that the additional funds requested by the Philippine 
Government are justified. 

In support of this general statement a detailed explanation of the 
need for this appropriation has been furnished your committee. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF EsTIMATES, FiscaL YEAR 1952 


GRANTS TO THE REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES, FOR CONSTRUCTION AND EQUIPPING 
OF HOSPITALS, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, $5,000,000 


As part of a program to provide medical care and treatment of Philippine Army 
and guerrilla veterans, in the Republic of the Philippines, Public Law 865, the 
FKightieth Congress (50 U.S. C. App. 1991-1996) authorized grants to the Republic 
of the Philippines not to exceed $22,500,000 for construction and equipping of 
hospitals for these veterans with service-connected disabilities. 

Pursuant to this authorization funds in the amount of $9,400,000 for hospital 
construction were made available in the Independent Offices Appropriation Act 
of 1950 (Public Law 266, 8Ist Cong.). This appropriation was based upon 
preliminary plans for a proposed 1,000-bed hospital in the Manila area, to service 
general medical, tubercular, and neuropsychiatric patients. 

As pointed out in the justification to the Bureau of the Budget for the fiscal 
year 1950 appropriation, the estimated cost of the proposed hospital was based 
on preliminary estimates of the Philippine Government which was without 
experience in this type of construction. It was also pointed out that plans and 
specifications were subject to the approval of the Veterans’ Administration and 
that the size of the new hospital would be subject to change based on adjudication 
and hospitalization experience. 

Since the submission of the original request, there has been extensive coordina- 
tion between the Philippine Government and the Veterans’ Administration with 
reference to size, plans, and specifications of this hospital, and the hospital as 
approved by the Veterans’ Administration was advertised for bids in November 
1951. Based on the lowest bids received, February 9, 1952, the total cost of the 
hospital is estimated as follows: 


Construction of buildings $11, 895, 224 
Fixed equipment - - 1, 070, 171 
Initial portable equipment 1, 034, 605 
Technical services _ - . 400, 000 


Total estimated cost 14, 400, 000 


This provides for a 722-bed hospital for TB, NP, and G. M. and 8. patients to 
be constructed on a 135-acre tract provided by the Philippine Government which 
is located 8 miles northeast of Manila. The hospital will be constructed, staffed, 
and operated by the Philippine Government. Buildings will be two-story flat roof 
structures of reinforced concrete construction. 

With reference to the number of beds to be provided the following information 
is considered pertinent: 

In addition to the construction program authorized by Public Law 865, Eighti- 
eth Congress, provision was made in that act for reimbursing the Philippine Gov- 
ernment for the medical care and treatment furnished eligible veterans either in 
existing hospitals in the Philippines or in the hospitals to be built under the act. 
act. Grants under this section of the act were limited to a 5-year period and not 
to exceed $3,285,000, for any fiscal year. Hospitalization under this section began 
January 1, 1950, after the Philippine Veterans Board, which is administering the 
program for the Philippine Government had entered into contracts with some 
40 hospitals, both private and governmental. On April 30, 1952, there were 50 
participating hospitals (with 1,158 beds set aside for veterans patients) of which 22 





478 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1953 


were under private ownership and 28 were owned by the Philippine Government. 
During the month of April 1952, veterans were actually hospitalized in 31 of the 
50 hospitals in the program. Of the 31 hospitals having veteran patients, 17 
were private and 14 were Government owned. Although hospitals are available 
in nearly all of the 48 Philippine provinces, it has been found that those in the 
Manila area generally offer better service and veterans have entered these hos- 
pitals in large numbers. A tabulation made on April 30, 1952, showed 90 percent 
or 519 of the 572 veterans hospitalized were in 9 private hospitals, as follows: 


Number of 


Name Type veterans 


Quezon Institute 

Chinese General 

Bautista Hospital .......6.6..4.-.....6 

Bethany Hospital Oe Wine 
el OR esd caeiknsnankonwroncudmate 

VMW Clinic teow 

ee an a SUNOS... cL nccunaaisicwaebesnt 

San Grego: io Hospital 

St. Paui’s Hospital 


The 22 other hospitals having veteran patients on that same date had less than 
10 patients each. 

On the basis of bed requirements experienced to date it is estimated that by 
June 30, 1954, a minimum of 1,060 beds will be required to care for Philippine 
Army and guerrilla veterans in the Republic of the Philippines. Whether or 
not any additiona! hospital facilities, other than those contemplated at this time, 
will be needed will depend upon hospitalization experience over the next few 


ears. 

As of June 30, 1951, the estimated number of living Philippine Armv and guer- 
rilla veterans was approximately 310,000. Of this number, approximatelv 15,000 
have filed disabilitv claims with the Manila regional office to April 30, 1952, and 
5,633 running awards are of record. Applications for hospitalization have been 
received from 2,604 veterans, 1,232 have been determined eligible, 1,111 have been 
admitted to existing hospitals in the Philippines, and 572 remain hospitalized. 
The table below shows a projection of hospitalization data to June 30, 1954. 


Eligibility, admissions, and separations 


Actual Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Apr. 30, 1952 | June 30, 1952 | June 30, 1953 | June 30, 1954 


Applications for hospitalization received , 604 2, 830 3, 966 
Applications adjudicated , 450 | 2, 690 3, 768 


Determined eligible 1, 345 1, 884 
Actually admitted 1, 210 1, 700 
I a as ie a ih 539 605 850 
Veterans remaining 605 850 


Of the 539 veterans separated by April 30, 1952, 152 had received maximum 
hespital benefits, 38 were a. w. 0. |., 168 had been discharced azyainst medical ad- 
vice, 4 had been dischar:.ed fer disciplinary reas~ns, 39 had died, 62 were on leave 
of more than 30 days, 5 had a break in service exnnection and 71 had transferred 
to other hospitals. It will be noted that cf the 539 separated, those dischars.ed 
avainst medical advice, these a. w. o. |., on leave of more than 30 days, or a t»tal 
of 268, are still elibic le f-r further hospitalization and may be reentered upon sub- 
mission and clearance of a sec-nd application. As had been generally recognized 
from the be:;inning of the program, the larsest sinle cxnditixn for which medical 
care is sought is tubercul-sis. The following table shows certain information as 
to types of disabilities as of April 30, 1952. 


Philippine Army and guerrilla running awards.. 
Approved applications 
Admissions 
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It will be foted from the above that 330 of the 533 patients admitted for tuber- 
culosis remained hospitalized as of April 30, 1952, whereas only 234 of those ad- 
mitted with general sufgical and medical conditions remained. The average 
length of hospitalization of the 539 discharged patients, the majority of whom were 
in the general medical and surgical category, was 139 days. 

a of patients hospitalized on March 31, 1952, showed lengths of stay 
as follows: 











Tube N h etal P 

ubercu- europhy-| mi ercent of 

Time losis chiatric and Total total 

surgical 

Tle Cte © PR inns oo enc cccees sessed 97 1 82 180 35 

From 3 to 6 months __._.-..........-..--.. 50 0 36 86 16 

Frem.6 to 12 months... ..............----- 75 0 42 117 23 

More than 1 year_.._..- vin el | Top gelled 93 5 | 34 132 26 
aah aan a htensaeds cst, dodeehs) 315 6 | 194 515 100 





Of the 335 veterans hospitalized on March 31, 1952, for 3 months or longer, 218 
or*65 percent were tuberculosis patients, 5 were neurophychiatric patients, and 
112 or 33 percent were general medical and surgical patients. he degree of 
impairment of the 515 hospitalized patients as of March 31, 1952, is as follows: 











General 
1 4 » he 
Service-connected disability rating [eee eee | Total 

surgical 
OCIA i ai iis kbd. ch Gah is tei. caren sk cas ne easfemenuetveies wn abieeld ih +e 2 2 
nts ehatovrbaeys ane dchecdinedin stacy =b ane enibbininge Shes 2 7 9 
ir che nesennee aman se pocamesadlensscdgnewen | Siecle hendeaied 22 22 
PP Id bbw kddenpacdcden toda Pisa kis chat ddacalibagd nannecddebibnedwse sedan 16 16 
MD AR OUIE i55 - 65 ok bl ae int - seine Jactgner pene sosnb 35m Bi Benbeks che atbield 29 30 
I eds venting inp anwenwbenadea snot ih gwinina nas WE Festcnaeit bon 25 58 
Rs nile cke ctmekatvessdh=sanonessinesnematacce hs mastn scene 29 32 
We OU boos FAs oe. os eduedscelicisie. 00. Ted. Bi ocd. ile 10 14 
80 percent o nls SACRA S 0 ti UCR UALS eds oe hie obs ed OEE pe Bb i cehittbbos 14 14 
Be INO. «5 atta desea oh oar en tor nt ple weeb eh denn isk tenn osadapeaat 1 1 2 
SE en cn icnan eehceschowecunagn ¢onccansebmdabaive 274 3 3S 316 
MU < uaddctseinsh 0s sitshied ondaisisanicrn-sundebag 315 6 | 194 516 





Based on these statistics, together with an analysis of the type of treatment 
required by veterans admitted thus far, weigged to some extent by consideration 
of the conditions for which disability compensation awards have been made to 
Philippine Army veterans (including recognized guerrillas) it is estimated that 
veterans in the following categories will remain in hospitals under the terms of 
Public Law 865, Eightieth Congress as of June 30, 1953, and June 30, 1954: 


Ne A ee Ss ei a ian ae a | 
POPU IUNEE NT... oo Sane ttare shen cd sece sda esducecee Jebewh ci eoudae ws 
UE TONE OU I on is pace whading maepnesaiebieniuiemines 





POUKL: fi cds cadecwc eb beth sulted deenk al Adds Hdd etd 





(It should be noted that the neuropsychiatric estimate is almost certainly a 
faulty one, reflecting inadequate diagnosis by local doctors that is limited gen- 
erally to psychotic conditions.) 

The question of reduction or deletion of facilities to stay within the limits of the 
$9,400,000 has been eonsidered by this peer Based on current construction 
costs in the Philippines as furnished by the Manila regional office, the proposed 
hospital would have to be reduced to approximately 400 beds to stay within the 
available appropriation for construction and equipping costs. Present hospitali- 
zation experience indicates a hospital of 400 beds would be totally inadequate for 


21643—52——31 
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the estimated number of veterans requiring hospitalization by the tfme construc- 
tion could be completed. Also, the reduced hospital would be lacking in housing 
facilities for the medical staff, nurses, and attendants. Many items such as labora- 
tory, X-ray, operating room, dietetic, and other equipment would be drastically 
reduced. It is the opinion of medical consultants that the reduced hospital would 
not be one considered adequate for veteran patients according to VA standards. 

Consideration has also been given to the question as to whether the construction 
costs as reflected by the low bid are excessive or out of line with current construc- 
tion costs in the Philippines and in this country. The manager, Manila regional 
office, advises that the cost per square foot of the buildings involved is in line with 
construction costs for large buildings recently completed in the Manila area. 
Comparison of the estimated cost of the Manila hospital with the cost of recently 
constructed VA hospitals indicates the cost per square foot is approximately the 
same. 

Why are present estimates for construction and equipping the Manila hospital 
so much greater than the estimates furnished in early 1949, which formed the 
basis for the appropriation of $9,400,000? In submitting the earlier estimates, the 
Philippine Government indicated that it had had no experience in hospital 
construction according to modern standards and that due to the shortage of time 
it was submitting estimates based on incomplete data. This was pointed out by 
the VA to the Bureau of the Budget in submitting the Philippine Government’s 
request for an appropriation of $9,400,000. Certain other factors which have 
increased construction costs over earlier estimates are: 

(a) An over-all increase in construction costs in the Philippines of approxi- 
mately 50 percent since 1948 when the earlier estimates were formulated. 

(b) Original estimates by the Philippine Government did not include the boiler 
plant, steam and hot-water system, sewerage plant, water supply, power-distri- 
bution system, telephone and other communication.systems, and many otheritems 
provided in modern hospital such as nurses call system, fire alarm, ete. 

(c) The design originally submitted by the Philippine Government did not 
consider earthquake effect. Increased costs have resulted from the providing, by 
the Philippine Government, of additional steel and other materials to provide 
increased resistance to earthquake. 

From the foregoing, it is thought that the increased cost as shown by the bids 
received is the result primarily, of increased cost of construction over earlier 
estimates, but is also affected by a series of circumstantes, tnavoidable; and 
possibly somewhat norma] in planning and designing a hospital of 722 beds, 
during a time of continually rising costs. Although steps have been taken to 
keep bed capacity to the smallest number justified by hospitalization experience, 
and to reduce costs wherever possible, it is concluded that a hospital of the size 
needed and of permanent construction cannot be built and equipped with the 
appropriated funds presently available. 

In order that the Philippine Government may proceed with this project it is 
requested that a supplemental aypropriation in the amount of $5,000,000 be 
provided to make a total of $14,400,000 available for grants to the Republic of the 
Philippines for construction and equipping of hospitals. 


APPROPRIATIONS TO DATE 


Senator Ettenper. How much of the authorization has been 
expended? 

General Gray. $9,400,000 has been appropriated. None has been 
expended. 

Senator ELtenpErR. This would add $14,400,000? 

General Gray. Yes. The estimate was made at a time when a few 
plans were made on paper. Now after the full thing has been con- 
cluded, between the period of time from 1948 to 1951, prices of things 
have increased to some extent. As a result, we are just simply shy 
this much money for our requirements. 

Senator ELLENDER. It is not contemplated to go beyond the original 
amount authorized? 

General Gray. We are within the $22 million by far. It is just an 
estimate made too quickly on the basis of rising prices. 
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Senator ELLENpER. What was the basis of the $22 million? 
General*Gray. That was a matter of building several hospitals in 
the Philippines. 


LIMIT OF TREATY OBLIGATION 


Senator ELLENDER. Was request made to go beyond that $22 
million? 

General Gray. No. This is an agreement between the American 
Government and the Philippine Government and this is the fulfillment 
of the obligation. 

Senator ELttenpErR. This would be the limit of our appropriation? 

General Gray. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCuieiuan. How did we get under the obligation to build 
a hospital? 

General Gray. The Congress did it, sir. It happened before I 
came here, so I cannot answer. I think it is a proper thing to do. It 
is my understanding, sir, that this was a desire on the part of the 
American Government to show appreciation to the Philippine Govern- 
ment for the work which their men did for us. 

Chairman McKeuutiar. Are there any other questions? - 

If not, we are obliged to you. 

General Gray. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


PHILIPPINE VETERANS’ HOSPITAL 


Chairman McKe tar. I have a letter from A. Dapont Construc- 
tion Co., which I will place in the record at this point. 
(The letter referred to follows:) 


A. Darpont Construction Co., INc., 
GENERAL AND INDUSTRIAL CONTRACTORS, 
Waterbury, Conn. 

My Dear Senator: This letter is written to request restoration of the item of 
$5,000,000 recommended by the Veterans’ Administration and the Bureau of the 
sucget a necessary for construction and equipment of the Philippine Veterans’ 

ospital. 

Restoration of this item, deleted by the Independent Offices Subcommittee of 
the House because it lacked all of the facts, would bring the total available for 
the hospital to $14,400,000 of the total of $22,500,000 authorized by the act of 
July 1, 1948. The sum of $9,400,000 is now available. 3 

We feel our appeal is proper and just because as low bidder for the contract at 
the bid opening on February 9, 1952, we have already expended considerable 
sums of money; have been unable to accept additional construction contracts 
during the current season; have been advised that if new bids were asked, unit 
ae would have to be higher, and because there is an urgent need for the hospital 
facilities. 

The two principal objections raised in the House hearings were: (1) The hos- 
pital would be a gift to the Philippines whereas it will actually be a part of redemp- 
tion of the obligation of the United States to provide care for Filipinos who served 
in the United States Army, and (2) the cost per bed unit under our bid was too 
high in comparison with average bed costs in the United States. Fallacies of 
those comparisons are contained in the attached memorandum. 

It ap vars clear that if the Independent Offices Appropriations Subcommittee 
of the House had received the full facts as stated in the memorandum, its decisions 


would have been different. We are unable to explain why the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration, which has all the bid figures and facts in its office here, did not bring the 
breakdown to the attention of the House Members. 

We have reasonable assurances that the House of Representatives will not 
oppose cither (1) justified full restoration of the $5,000,000, or (2) a partial resti- 
tution of the item by the Senate. 
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Should additional facts and information be required from us, you may reach 
us either at Congressman MecGuire’s office or by calling COlumbia 1205. 

We feel your favorable action on this matter will be in the best interests of the 
United States in meeting its obligations to the Filipinos who served so bravely 
beside American men during the last war. 

Respectfully yours, 
A. Dapont Construction Co., INc., 
By Perer A. Dapvont. 


PHILIPPINE VETERANS’ HospiTaL 


To provide what the Veterans’ Administration has described as a ‘‘complete 
working unit” for the Philippine Veterans’ Hospital, the contractor’s bid indicates 
the per bed cost for construction will be only $14,030, substantially less than the 
average cost per bed in the United States. 

Despite this, the original $9,400,000 appropriation currently available will be 
inadequate to complete even the working hospital unit unless present plans are 
changed. It is universally accepted by reliable authorities that any new bidding 
would result in even higher costs. 

The additional $5,000,000 requested by the Veterans’ Administration and ap- 
proved by the Bureau of the Budget will fall $600,000 below the figure estimated 
by Veterans’ Administration as needed for completion of the whole hospital as 
originally planned and on which the bids were received. 

or part I of the bid invitation, which provided for the ‘‘complete working 
hospital unit’? desired by Veterans’ Administration and the Philippine Govern- 
ment, the contractor’s bid for the 722-bed hospital was $10,310,000. To arrive 
at final costs the costs of equipment should be added. Even the addition of the 
cost for equipment would keep the final figure substantially below the United 
States average cost per bed unit. 

The Philippine hospital plans, of necessity, call for the following extra items not 
generally included in the plans for hospitals in the United States being constructed 
now at a national average of $18,000 cost per bed unit: 

1. Complete sewerage disposal plant 
2. Complete power generating plant instead of stand-by plants required in the 
United States 
. Complete water system 
. Complete telephone installation 
5. Complete fire department facilities 
. More site work cost because the tract of 130 acres is much larger than sites used 
in the United States 

The cost of the first four items above would be $1,300,000 in round numbers, 
installed for operation. 

These facilities are necessary in the Philippines because reliances cannot be 
placed on Government or private utility enterprises to furnish them at the site 
chosen. 

In addition to the plans for part I of bid invitation, part II calls for the following 
buildings for which the contractor bid $2,345,000: Nurses home; neuropsychiatric 
building, attendants’ home, director’s residence, animal house, garage and fire 
department building, laundry building and one chapel. 

In reducing the requested $5,600,000 to $5,000,000 the Bureau of the Budget 
eliminated the chapel building because another had been provided in part I and 
recommended elimination of some of the so-called frills and part of the cost for 
the director’s residence. 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Water CONSERVATION AND UTILIzATION PRoJEcTS 


STATEMENTS OF J. C. DYKES, DEPUTY CHIEF, SOIL CONSERVA- 
TION SERVICE; F. J. HOPKINS, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF OPERA- 
TIONS, SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE; C. H. DORNY, CHIEF, 
BUDGET AND FINANCE DIVISION, SOIL CONSERVATION SERV- 
ICE, AND RALPH S. ROBERTS, DIRECTOR OF FINANCE AND 
BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Chairman McKetuar. The next agency is the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture, 

In connection with this item I submit for the record a communica- 
tion from the President, Dated May 2, 1952. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


[H. Doe, 454, 824 Cong., 2d sess.] 


CoMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNiTED Srates TRANSMITTING 
A Proposed SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION FOR THE FiscaL YEAR 1952, 
IN THE AMOUNT OF $190,000, anp Drarts or Propossp Provisions PER- 
TAINING TO APPROPRIATIONS FOR Sarp FiscaL YEAR FOR THE DEPARTMENT 
or AGRICULTURE 


Tas Warre Hovse, 
Washington, May 2, 1952, 


The SpeakeER OF THE Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES. 


Srr: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the consideration of the Congress 
& proposed supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 1952, in the amount of 
$190,000, and drafts of proposed provisions pertaining to appropriations for said 
fiscal year for the Department of Agriculture. 

The details of this proposed supplemental appropriation and of these proposed 
provisions, the necessity therefor, and the reasons for their submission at this 
time are set forth in the attached letter from the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget, with whose comments and observations thereon I concur. 

Respectfully yours, 
Harry 8. Truman. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington D. C., May 2, 1952. 
The PreEstpEnT, 
The White House. 

Srr: I have the honor to submit herewith for your consideration a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 1952, in the am~unt cf $190,900, 
and drafts of proposed provisions pertaining to appropriations for said fiscal year 
for the Department of Agriculture, as follows: 


“DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
“Soi, ConsERVATION SERVICE 
“WATER CONSERVATION AND UTILIZATION PROJECTS 


“For an additional amount for ‘‘Water conservation and utilization projects”, 
$190,000, to remain available until expended.” 

The purpose of this estimate is to provide funds for the early completion by the 
Soil Conservation Service of land-development work on the Angostura Wheeler- 
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Case project in South Dakota. This is a project on which the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion is scheduled to complete, by December 1952, the construction of the primary 
irrigation water-supply system of dams, reservoirs, and principal canals. 


“SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


“The unobligated balance of the amount appropriated under this head in the 
Flood Rehabilitation Act, 1952, shall remain available until December 31, 1952. 


“PRODUCTION AND MARKETING ADMINISTRATION 
“CONSERVATION AND USE OF AGRICULTURAL LAND. RESOURCES 


“The unobligated balance of the amount made available to the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service from the appropriation granted under this head in the Flood Rehabili- 
tation Act, 1952, shall remain available until December 31, 1952.” 

The-purpose of these proposed provisions is to extend fer a period of 6 months 
the availability of funds for restoration of channel capacity in tributary stream 
channels and waterways and to provide for technical services in connection with 
flood assistance and rehabilitation on individual farms in acricultural areas 
damaced last year by excessive range runoff and floodwaters in certain Mid- 
western States. Because of adverse weather conditions, the planned work cannot 
be completed by June 30, 1952, as contemplated. 

I recommend that the foregoing prop»sed supplemental estimate and the 
proposed provisions be transmitted to the Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
F. J. Lawron, 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 


Chairman McKe.tiar. This is an item that is not in the bill, I 
believe? 

Mr. Dyxzs. This is a small item of $190,000 for use on the Angostura 
water conservation and utilization project. At the time we sub- 
mitted our estimates for the 1953 fiscal year we did not know that the 
Bureau of Reclamation would be in a position to complete the irriga- 
tion system for the project. 


JOINT RESPONSIBILITY 


This type of project is one that is jointly carried out by the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Soil Conservation Service. 

The Bureau of Reclamation is responsible for the reservoir, the 
water supply, and for the canals to deliver the water to the project. 

The Department of Agriculture, on the other hand, buys the land, 
treats the land, develops it for irrigation, subdivides it, and sells it 
to new irrigation settlers. 

This estimate would permit the gaining of almost a full year in the 
sale of the lands to settlers. 


LAND DEVELOPMENT 


We were unable to proceed with the development of the land prior 
to the completion of the reservoir and canals because of the sandy 
nature of the soil, and the fact that if we tried land leveling before we 
could put on an application of water immediately following the level- 
ing, we would have a very serious wind-erosion problem. 

This proposal would permit us to proceed during this construction 
season with the leveling of the land, and to run up until the winter 
season. We would then pick up in the spring, and with our estimates 
for 1954, actually get settlers on the land one full crop season ahead of 
what we would otherwise be able to do. 
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BUDGET ESTIMATE 


Senator ELLENDER. Do you have a budget estimate for this? 

Mr. Dyxzs. Yes; this is a budget estimate, Senator. 

Mr. Roserts. The budget estimate, Senator Ellender, was sent to 
the House in House Document 454. 

Senator ELLenpER. Did the House take action on this? 

Mr. Roserts. They did not hold hearings on it. 

Senator ELLENDER. It was not included in this bill? 

Mr. Roperts. It was not. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Chairman McKetiar. How much is the amount requested? 

Mr. Ropurts. $190,000. 

Chairman McKe.iar. At this point I want to put in a statement 
from Senator Case on this matter. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


MEMORANDUM FOR SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEFICIENCIES, SENATE APPROPRIATIONS 
ComMiTTEeE, SuBMITTED BY SENATOR Francis Case, oF SourH DaKkotTa 


ITEM 


Department of Agriculture, $190,000 for water conservation and utilization 
projects. 


Budget estimate given in House Document 454—May 2, 1952. 


PURPOSE 


To enable Soil Conservation Service to catch up in land leveling and building 
ditches for settlement of Angostura irrigation project. 


FACTS 


1. The United States owns the land—bought it before 1942—and cannot sell it 
or recover costs of dam and delivery canal until the farms are ditched. 

2. The dam is built and is full of water. Cost about $8,000,000. 

3. Delivery canal from dam to irrigable area is now under way and funds to 
complete ($1,028,000) have already been approved in Interior bill. . 

4. Preparing land, begun last year, is behind schedule due to shortage of funds 
and personnel ceiling last year. Is being done by hire at saving of about $16 per 
acre. Personnel exempted from Ferguson ceiling this year. 

5. This preparation of the land must be completed before the land can be settled 
(selling to veterans) and repayment earnings started. The United States owns the 
equipment and has a trained and experienced supervising staff. They need these 
funds to have a full working crew—idle equipment and staff overhead will need- 
lessly increase the cost. and postpone time for repayment to begin. 


SUMMARY 


With 9 or 10 million invested in land, dam and primary canals, this small amount 
should be made immediately available to permit the paying end of this project to 
be completed at earliest possible date, so lands can be put up for sale and cropped 
next season. Reclamation is to have primary canal completed by December of 
this year, 1952. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Senator E.tenper. We might also put the justification in the 
record, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McKeuuar. Yes, that may be inserted in the record also. 

(The justification referred to follows:) 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE—WATER CONSERVATION AND UTILIZATION 
Prosects, Sor, CONSERVATION SERVICE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Water conservation and utilization projects,” 
$190,000, to remain available until expended. 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


Due to delays encountered by the Bureau of Reclamation in constructing the 
main supply canal on the Angostura project in South Dakota, the Department 
has been unable to proceed with the development of the agricultural phases of 
the project until the current fiscal vear. To have leveled land before irrigation 
water was available would have subjected the’ project land to the hazards of 
severe wind erosion. However, the water retention reservoir is now complete 
and the irrigation canal will be 60 percent pomeearen during the 1952 construction 
season and 100 percent completed in 1953. s soon as it was known irrigation 
water would be available and it was safe to level land, full-scale development. 
operations were undertaken last year until November. In order to effectively 
utilize available water and retain the land to private ownership as soon as possible 
(the Government now owns 80 percent of the land on this project), development 
operations should be carried on again this summer and fall on a full-scale basis. 

eavy earth-moving equipment and the engineering and supervisory staff neces- 
sary for carrying on full-scale operations are available. The 1953 budget estimate 
of $235,500 (including $91,759 for the Angostura project) is not sufficient to meet 
this need since it was not known at the time the estimate was submitted that the 
contract had been let by the Bureau of Reclamation for constructing the irrigation 
canal. Because of the relatively short season during which development work 
can be carried on, funds are being requested at this time so that full-scale opera- 
tions can be started just as soon as possible. 


Supplemental) - Revised 
1953 budget estimate total 


1, Land development. 


2. Land management, settlement, and technical guidance 
Total available 





An increase of $190,000 to enable efficient development and early sale of farm 
units on the Angostura, 8. Dak., project. 

The water conservation and utilization (Wheeler-Case) program is carried on 
cooperatively with the Bureau of Reclamation which has responsibility for the 
construction of the primary water supply features such as dams, reservoirs, and 
principal canals. The Soil Conservation Service is responsible for developing the 
project lands into efficient irrigation farming units through land leveling, installa- 
tion of water-contro] structures, etc.; selling the units to farm families, preferably 
veterans and those in need; and establishing a program of soil and water con- 
servation and sound land use on the farms developed. 

Need for increase-—This cooperative development program requires close co- 
ordination of work. Unavoidable problems sometimes create delays in one bureau 
which upset planned schedules of work in the other. This has happened on the 
Angostura project in South Dakota. On this project there was delay in construct- 
ing the main supply canal. Because of wind erosion problems, land leveling was 
held up until water could be made available to farm units scheduled for develop- 
ment. , 

The funds proposed for 1953 will not permit land development work on the 
Angostura project to be carried on at a rate which will most efficiently utilize 
available earth-moving equipment and the technical and supervisory staff. 
Irrigation water is now available and planned project development should proceed 
as rapidly and efficiently as feasible to enable early sale of farm units. Full scale 
land-leveling operations at the rate proposed would enable completion of the 
project and sale of all lands by 1955. erly completion of this project is desirable 
since the Government now owns 80 percent of the land, Annual operation and 
maintenance charges for the irrigation system will be heavy for the few-water users 
who will be operating farms each year until such time as development and sale of 
the remaining Government-owned land is completed. 
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REASON FOR PRESENT REQUEST 


Mr. Dyxes. That is all we have, Mr. Chairman, unless there are 
some questions that vou desire to ask us. 

Senator KNow.Lanp. I think for the record, unless it is included 
in other material, we should get some further explanation as to why 
this did not come up either in the regular Agricultural appropriation 
bill, or why it comes in at this late date. 

Mr. Dyxess. It is in the justification. 

I will say this about it: At the time we put our estimate in for 1953, 
we did not know that the Bureau of Reclamation would be in a posi- 
tion to finish the canal system. The reservoir is now complete. 
The canal system is 40 percent complete, and they tell us during the 
1953 fiscal year they will complete it, which means they will deliver 
water to all the 16,000 acres. 

We have proceeded with the development of the units that are 
closest to the reservoir where the canals now run. They are adver- 
tised for sale and will be sold in October of this year. 

But the other units we have not been able to develop because water 
was not in sight for them. But the Bureau of Reclamation now has 
the money for it. 

Chairman McKetiar. Would you use any of the money before 
January 1? 

Mr. Dyxrs. We would use it 1mmediately, sir. 

Senator KNow.anp. I think that is a reasonable explanation as to 
why this comes in at this time. 

Chairman McKe uar. Are there any further questions, gentlemen? 
If not, we are very much obliged to you 

Mr. Dykes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Chairman McKetuar. Senator Case, we will be glad to hear you 
at this time. 


LEVELING OF LAND TO BE IRRIGATED BY ANGOSTURA DAM 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANCIS CASE, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Cass. Mr. Chairman, if you have put my statement in the 
record, that probably covers it. 

(See p. 485.) 

The situation very briefly is that the Government, the Bureau of 
Reclamation, has already built the Angostura Dam which cost approxi- 
mately $8,000,000. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has $1,000,000 to complete the delivery 
canal. The land, however, for the irrigation has yet to be leveled. 

The land was bought by the Government before World War II. 
It was to have been built as a CCC project under the old Case- 
Wheeler Act, but the war came; so the land merely lay there. It was 
rented out for dry farming. 

Today it would be an anomaly for the Government to have the 
dam built, full of water, and the delivery canal built, and not level 
the land so that the land could be sold and the repayments commence 
on both the land and the irrigation projects. 
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AMOUNT REQUESTED 


The Bureau of Reclamation is far ahead of the Department of 
Agriculture in schedule. This $190,000 is to permit the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service to catch up in land leveling with the schedule of the 
Bureau of Reclamation in delivery of water. 


COMPLETION DATE 


Chairman McKeruuar. How long will it take? 

Senator Case. The Bureau of Reclamation is to have the canal 
ready by December of this year. The Department of Agriculture 
will not be able to complete the land leveling by that time even with 
this $190,000. But it will help them to catch up with the schedule so 
that some of the farms may be put up for sale this fall and receive 
water for cropping next spring. 

Chairman McKe.uar. We are very much obliged to you, Senator. 

Senator Casr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT 
Unirep States Coast GuarpD 


STATEMENTS OF REAR ADM, A. C. RICHMOND, ACTING COM- 
MANDANT, AND CAPT. I. E. ESKRIDGE, DEPUTY CHIEF OF 
STAFF 

OPERATING EXPENSES 


Chairman McKe.uar. The next item will be the United States 
Coast Guard. 

Admiral Ricumonp. The appropriation for 1952, as augmented by 
the supplemental for military readiness expansion of the Coast Guard, 
set the strength of the Coast Guard at approximately 3,100 officers 
and 30,000 enlisted men. 

That was verified, if you want to call it that, by passage of the 1953 
appropriations for the same strength. However, in May 1952 the 
military pay increase was enacted which necessitated the Coast 
Guard’s coming in and asking for a supplemental for 1953 to take 
care of the military pay increase. That amounted to a total of 
$6,625,000. 

HOUSE COMMITTEE ACTION 


The House Appropriations Committee cut the additional amount 
for ‘Operating expenses’’ from $5,900,000 to $4,500,000. 

Briefly, what that means is that, in order to absorb that cut, we 
must immediately reverse the build-up that has just been completed 
and for 1953 reduce the average military employment to the extent 
of 35 officers and approximately 350 men. That is on an average. 

We will do that as rapidly as possible, because, of course, if it is 
delayed during the year, it means we have to get rid of more people 
at the end of the year. 
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CUT IN RETIREMENT FUNDS 


They also cut the additional amount for ‘‘Retired pay,’ by rounding 
the figure I presume, from $625,000 to $600,000. 

While I cannot give any specific effect of that reduction because the 
— on the retired list are going to have to be paid, it means this: 
ess enlisted men can be voluntarily retired. 

In the regular appropriation we were cut below our estimate 
$600,000. 

Now, that $600,000 means for 1953 we will have to deny to the 
enlisted personnel of the Coast Guard any voluntary retirement 
under 30 years’ service. 

We have a law which permits us to retire men who have had as 
much as 20 years’ service. For the last few years we have been 
retiring down to men who have had 24 and 25 years of service. 

This cut of $25,000 does aggravate that situation by making it more 
difficult to make any voluntary retirements in 1953. 

Now, those are the only remarks that I want to make with respect 
to the regular expenses. 


PORT SECURITY PROGRAM 


In addition, there was another supplemental item of $9 million for 
additional patrol craft under “Acquisition.” 

About a year and a half ago, the Congress enacted the Magnuson 
Act, which directed the President to take steps for the security of the 
ports of the United States. At that time the job was given to the 
Coast Guard. We came to the Congress and obtained a supplemental 
for a limited port-security program. 

One of the items of that program was to deny access to the 10 major 
ports of the United States by vessels that were suspected of carrying 
such things as atomic or biological weapons which would destroy the 
port and be a danger to the United States. Under that program we 
were given one patrol craft, 83-foot type, per port for boarding duty. 

(There was discussion off the record.) 

Admiral Ricumonp. In addition to that, there are a number of 
areas where the Government has installations, reserve fleets mainly, 
that were not covered by the original program. 


REQUEST FOR PATROL BOATS 


We asked for 14 40-foot patrol boats that would give minimum pro- 
tection for about six areas; Orange, Tex., being one of them where there 
was a considerable reserve fleet subject to sabotage. 

It was to put some sort of minimum protection there. 

Senator SarronstauLL. You have shown your pay increases through 
1952. We authorized you-to increase your force, and you cannot 
absorb your pay increases and increase your force; and it would mean, 
if we did not give you the money on your pay, you would go back 
again and have fewer people rather than increase them? 

Admiral RicumMonp. That is right, sir. Of course, the pay increase 
was passed late in the year and we were able to absorb that in 1952. 
Therefore, in effect, you have us coming up to a peak for June 30 
which was to be our ultimate strength for 1953. This means right 
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away we have to start tapering down as rapidly as possible to the 
extent of an average of 35 officers and 350 men for the year. 

Senator KNow.anpb. With respect to these new patrol boats, the 
construction program, does not the Navy have in “moth balls’, or 
otherwise, vessels that could be used for this purpose? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Nothing, sir, of this type. 

Senator KNow.anp. Did we get rid of all of them? 

Admiral Ricumonp. We never did have anything of exactly the 
type. The only thing we would get from them would be something 
more expensive and inadequate, and that is the DE. It is not the 
type of craft you would want cruising back and forth across Ambrose 
Channel or across Golden Gate. We have used our 83-foot patrol 
boats that we had in the reserve fleet. We brought them out and 
reconditioned them. 

Senator Kricore. In other words, the operation or cost of using 
too large a ship would be greater than the cost of buying the boats 
you want? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Easily, sir. It would probably cost almost 
as much to recondition the DE’s as it would to buy these boats. 


COST OF BOATS 


I think we spent about $400,000 each reconditioning the DE’s we 
took over for ocean station duty, and these boats can be built for 
$450,000 apiece. , 

Senator Krtcorse. Thank you very much, Admiral. 

Admiral Ricumonp. Thank you, sir. 

(The justification for above items is as follows:) 


COAST GUARD 
OPrERATING EXPENSES 
(1953 supplemental estimate, $5,900,000; 1953 Supplemental Act, $4,500,000) 
(Bill, p. 5, line 20, to p. 5, line 22) 


Page 5, line 22, strike out ‘‘$4,500,000” and insert, in lieu thereof, ‘$5,900,000’, 
the estimate. 
HOUSE ACTION 


The House of Representatives approved the amount of $4,500,000, a decrease 
of $1,400,000 from the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT 


“The committee considered a supplemental estimate of $5,900,000 for increased 
pay and allowances based on rates established by Public Law 346, Eighty-second 
Congress. Based on recent payrolls, maximum requirements would be about 
$5,700,000. Testimony disclosed that $900,000 cost in 1952 had been absorbed, 
and it would seem eminently reasonable that at least $100,000 per month could 
be absorbed in 1953. The committee therefore recommends an appropriation of 
$4,500,000, a reduction of $1,400,000 in the estimate.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The reduction of $1,400,000 under ‘‘Operating expenses’’ will require a decrease 
of 35 officers and 350 enlisted men for fiscal year 1953 below the level previously 
authorized in the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952, Public Law 253. That 
act provided funds for augmenting the complement of potentially combatant 
units to a level of 77 percent of required war strength. If the reduction is applied, 
the complements of these units will be impaired. 
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Standard classification schedule 


| Increase (+) 
Supple- | Amount | decrease (—) 


‘ / Estimate . 
3 assi mental approved bill com- 
Seer 1953 1953 by ous .| pared with 


estimate 


Communication services 

Rents and utility services 

Printing and reproduction _. - -- 

Other contractual services 

Supplies and materials 

Equipment 

Lands and structures... 

Pensions, annuities, and insurance losses 
Refunds, awards, and indemnities 
‘Taxes and assessments 








Total appropriation or estimate 


Acquisition, CONSTRUCTION, AND IMPROVEMENTS 
(1953 supplemental estimate $9,000,000; 1953 Supplemental Act, $5,000,000) 
(Bill, p. 6, line 1 to p. 6, line 4) 


Page 6, line 3, strike out ‘‘$5,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$9,000,000,” 
the estimate: 
HOUSE ACTION 


The House of Representatives approved the amount of $5,000,000, a decrease 
of $4,000,000 from the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT 


“The committee considered a supplemental request in the amount of $9,000,000, 
as contained in House Document No. 450. 

“In recommending the appropriation of $5,000,000, a reduction of $4,000,000 
in the estimates, the committee does in no wise intend to minimize the importance 
of the port security program. However, the committee did feel that certain of 
the items in the presentation were not adequately supported, and further, that 
the problem of construction lead time might prove more serious than was forecast. 

The amount recommended will permit of proceeding with the program to the 
equivalent of one-half, and will allow the committee to reexamine the proposal 
at the start of the next session of the Congress.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The reduction of $4,000,000 under “Acquisition, construction, and improve- 
ments” will require elimination of the building of 8 95-foot patrol boats and 
14 40-foot utility boats for port security measures. Since the program prior to 
the reduction is already at the minimum level, the failure to construct these boats 
will seriously endanger security in the major ports and other important water- 
front areas. 


Standard classification schedule 


| 
| Supple- 
Standard classification orn mental 
1953 


| 

Increase f*} 
Amount / decrease (— 

| approved | bill com- 

| by House | pared with 

| estimate 


1 1 
Personal services $249, 555 $123, 800 | $61, 900 | —$61, 900 
Travel ; 18,000 | 9,000 | —9, 000 
12,000 | 6,000 | —6, 000 
15, 000 | 7, 500 —7, 500 
i 675, 500 | 337, 750 | — 337, 7 
Equipment. ..- | 8,155,500 | 4,577,750! —3,577,750 
Lands and structures......................--..-| Se pees % ; 
Taxes and assessments 200 | 100 | —100 


19, 250, 000 9, 000, 000 5, 000, 000 — 4, 000, 000 
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RETIRED Pay 


(1953 supplemental estimate; $625,000; 1953 supplemental act, $600,000) 
(Bill, page 6, line 5 to page 6, line 6) 


Page 6, line 6, strike out ‘‘$600,000” and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$625,000,”’ 
the estimate: 
HOUSE ACTION 


The House of Representatives approved the amount of $600,000, a decrease of 
$25,000 from the estimate. 
HOUSE REPORT 


“The committee recommendation of $600,000 is a reduction of $25,000 in the 
estimate which is required to meet increased pay authorized by Public Law 346, 
Eighty-second Congress.”’ 

JUSTIFICATION 


The reduction of $25,000 in the amount requested will decrease by four commis- 
sioned officers and four enlisted men the number of personnel who may be retired 
in fiscal year 1953. 

The commissioned officers who must be retained on active duty all have over 
30 years of service and represent hardship cases. The enlisted men are all physi- 
cal disability cases whose retention on active duty will not be beneficial to the 
service. 

Standard classification schedule 





| Increase (+-) 
Estimate Supple- Amount decrease (—) 

Standard classification 4s 1953 , mental approved pat pee 
1953 by House pared with 

estimate 


| 


| 
Pensions, annuities, and insurance losses. - -- _- $17, 000, 000 | $625, 000 


Total appropriation or estimate -__- 17, 000, 000 625, 000 
| 


SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 
NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART 


STATEMENTS OF DAVID E. FINLEY, DIRECTOR; HARRY A. Mc- 
BRIDE, ADMINISTRATOR; JOHN WALKER, CHIEF CURATOR; 
GEORGE T. HECKERT, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, AND 
STERLING P. EAGLETON, CHIEF ENGINEER AND BUILDING 
SUPERINTENDENT 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Chairman McKe tar. Next we will listen to the National Gallery 
of Art. 

I will place in the record at this point a communication from the 
President of the United States recommending $187,500 for the Smith- 
sonian Institution, National Gallery of Art. 

(The communication referred to follows:) 
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[S. Doc, 153, 82d Cong., 2d sess.] 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED States TRANSMITTING A 
PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION FOR THE SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION, 
NATIONAL GALLERY OF Akt, FiscaL YEAR 1953, AMOUNTING TO $187,500 


Tue Wuire House, 
Washington, June 28, 1952. 
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE. 

Str: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the consideration of the Con- 
gress a proposed supplemental appropriation for the fiscal vear 1953, in the 
amount of $187,500, for the Smithsonian Institution, National Gallery of Art. 

The details of this proposed supplemental appropriation, the necessity therefor, 
and the reasons for its submission at this time are set forth in the attached letter 
from the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, with whose comments and ob- 
servations thereon I concur. 

Respectfully yours, 
Harry §S. TRUMAN. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BupDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 27, 1952. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 


Sir: I have the honor to submit herewith for your consideration a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 1953, in the amount of $187,500, 
for the Smithsonian Institution, National Gallery of Art, as follows: 


“INDEPENDENT OFFICES 


“SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 


“SALARIES AND EXPENSES, NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART 


“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries and expenses, National Gallery of Art” 
$187,500.” 

This emergency request has been caused by the fact that certain condensing 
machines, upon which the Gallery depends for air-conditioning to protect the 
works of art, have deteriorated to such extent that they must be replaced. 

I recommend that the foregoing proposed supplemental appropriation be 
transmitted to the Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
F. J. Lawton, 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 


REPLACEMENT OF AIR-CONDITIONING EQUIPMENT 


Mr. Fintey. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, we 
have four air-conditioning machines in the Gallery, not for the comfort 
of visitors or the staff, but for the protection of the paintings. About 
half of the paintings are on wood panels and they would deteriorate if 
we did not keep the humidity constant. Three of these machines 
were bought 12 years ago when the Gallery was first built and was 
yrovided with other equipment given by the donor. They were the 
best models that could be found at that time. 

Since then certain parts have deteriorated so that they must be re- 
placed. 

We have had engineers examine them and they say that the parts in 
question cannot be repaired, but must be replaced insofar as these 
parts are concerned. ‘We shall continue to use the machines after the 
parts have been replaced. To buy new machines would be, of course, 
far more expensive than the amount we are asking for repairing the 
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present ones. After they have been put in condition they will keep 
the humidity constant, which is so necessary for the safety of the 
pictures. 

PROTECTION OF PAINTINGS 


Senator Kriicore. In other words, the request is for the safeguard- 
ing of the pictures, the paintings now stored in the Gallery and other 
paintings that might be put on temporary display? 

Mr. Fintey. Yes. These wood panel pictures, of course, are very 
much subject to expansion and contraction with the changes in 
humidity. 

Senator SattonsTaLL. When was this discovered? 

Mr. Finuey. We have had an investigation of the machines going 
on for several months, but we have only received the report a few 
days ago. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. The reason for this late date, then, of June 28, 
when the President submitted his message, is that your investigation 
showed then it was important to get new machines rather than replace 
with new parts? 

Mr. Finiey. Yes. It showed that we could not repair the parts 
but must replace them. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. That is why it has come to the Senate first 
rather than to the House? 

Mr. Fintey. Yes. If we do not get these new parts, we will not be 
able to operate the machines next summer, 

Senator ELLENDER. I am just wondering how these old pictures 
you have there now were preserved so long. 

Mr. Fintey. They were painted, of course, most of them, in Italy. 


OTHER GALLERIES NOT AIR-CONDITIONED 


Senator ELuenper. I know. I have been through all the big art 
galleries in Europe; in fact, all over the world. They do not have air 
conditioning as we have it here. 

Mr. Finuey. They do not have the violent changes, I suppose, in 
the humidity that we have here. 

Senator ELLENDER. In Florence it is just about like here at times; 
in Rome, Bagdad; in Spain. 

Mr. Finey. I might give you an illustration. A painting on wood 
panel which has been in the National Gallery was sent to Tucson. 
There was no air conditioning there. The panel in a short time split 
open because of a sharp change in humidity. 

Senator ELLENDER. That is because you had it under the cooling 
system here. If you had not had it under the cooling system here, it 
might have withstood the temperatures in Tucson. 

Some of us believe that this air conditioning here is affecting our 
health in Washington. You move out of a building that may be 15° 
to 16° lower in temperature than the outside. 


NECESSITY FOR AIR CONDITIONING 


Mr. Finuey. I could not agree with you more on that. I find 
difficulty myself with air conditioning, so far as I am concerned. 
But it is necessary in this climate to have air conditioning for paintings 
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on wood panels. The condition of such paintings in the Gallery is 
excellent but this would not be true if we did not have air conditioning. 

Senator Kitcore. The principal trouble is with wood panels? 

Mr. Finuny. They are the most. susceptible. 

Senator Kitcore. From whence come your paintings on wood 
panels? 

Mr. Fintey. You mean what countries? 

Senator Kitcore. Yes. 

. Mr. Finuey. From Italy, France, and Spain. 

Senator Kitcore. That would leave out Bagdad. It would leave 
out Florence. 

Senator ELLenprer. The point I am trying to make is that in 
visiting all these galleries they had no air conditioning like you have. 
All the windows were open. 

Mr. Fintey. Mr. Walker here has lived for several years in Italy. 
I would like to have him say a word about this. 

Mr. Waker. To begin with, the panels are painted on wood that 
they cut in Florence, conditioned in Florence. and have over a long 
period of time become acclimated to the climate of Florence. 

Senator ELLENDER. You take the Medici Galleries near the Square, 
I am sure they are not all on wood. As I remember it, I saw a lot of 
canvases there. 

Mr. Waker. They have both. 

Senator ELLENDER. Mostly canvas. 

Mr. Waker. | will tell you why. 

Senator ELLeENDER. Why do they not have air conditioning there? 

Mr. Waker. The wood panels are usually the most valuable 
pictures because the earliest pictures were painted on wood. 

Canvas came in in the sixteenth century. In London at the 
National Gallery they have introduced air conditioning because of the 
climatic conditions there. 

I lived in Florence and I can tell you the climate in Washington is 
different than in Florence. It is much more humid here and much 
drier in the wintertime. There is a bigger range of dampness and 
dryness compared to Florence. 


COMPARISON OF UNITED STATES AND FOREIGN BUILDINGS 


Senator Kitgore. In the United States you have a much better 
heating. system. We have much drier buildings. The buildings in 
Europe are almost uniformly damp because the woods are solid, 
whereas here we have air spaces. Is that not right? So that the 
improved construction conditions here contribute to the trouble with 
the wood panels. Is that not right? 

Mr. Watker. That is absolutely right. 

Senator Kiteorr. Those buildings over there do retain humidity. 

In that country you find damp sheets almost every day in the home 
unless you put something in to dry the sheets out. 

Mr. Waker. That is right. 

Senator Sattronsratn. The long and short of it is that you have 
three machines that will be out of shape and either you have to give 
up all your air-conditioning or lose your machines? 

Mr. Finury. Yes. 


21648—-52 
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Senator SAtronstTaLu. That is the sum and substances of it, is it 
not? 
Mr. Finury. Yes. 

Chairman McKetiar. Did you appear before the House on this? 
Mr. Finutey. No. There was not time, Senator, because we only 
got the report from the engineers a short time a ago, too late to get in 
the House bill. We received it only a week ago. We have had this 
investigation going on for several weeks. So we asked you to Jet us 

come here today and hope you will put it in this bill. 

Chairman McKetuar. How long has this condition existed? 

Mr. McBrips. It was discovered when we dismantled the machines 
this winter and in the spring. 


QUESTION OF TIME 


Chairman McKe.tiar. Why did you not apply to the Congress 
before instead of bringing it up at the last minute? It is very difficult 
for the committee to act without sufficient information. 

Mr. McBripg. We realize that, Senator, but we thought there 
might be some way of repairng these machines; that we could do it 
ourselves, or the builder could do it. So we had to get the builder of 
the machines and other air-conditioning engineers to come down and 
make a very thorough examination, mostly through laboratory 
methods, to find out what was the matter with the machines and what 
we should do about them. 

Chairman McKe tar. It is very trying on us when you come in at 
the last minute. 

We have an obligation, you know, to your Department and to the 
people to see that this money is spent properly and that the proper 
amount is appropriated. I do not know that we have sufficient facts. 
We have a statement here, it is true, but at the last minute it is difli- 
cult to pass on an important matter of this kind. We want to help 
you in any Way we can. 

Mr. McBripe. It will take 6 or 8 months to manufacture those 
parts. Therefore, we should start work around the end of September 
or the Ist of October if we are going to have air-conditioning next 
summer. 

Chairman McKe.tuiar. You do not think it would be well for you 
to come in in January? 

Mr. McBrinpe. No, sir. It would be too late. They could not 
make the equipment in that time. 

Mr. Fintey. Next summer we will be faced with a really bad con- 
dition in the Gallery. We have put all the facts tn this statement. I 
did not want to take all the time to read it unless you want me to. 

Chairman McKetuar. All right, sir, we will give it our best atten- 
tion. 

Mr. Fintey. Thank you, sir. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART 


JUSTIFICATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE, 1953 


The air-conditioning system in the National Gallery of Art was not installed 
for personal comfort, but was considered a matter of necessity in the preservation 
of the great works of art in the Gallery’s collections—about one-half of which are 
on wooden panels. 
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Four condensing machines are required to air-condition the building, in which 
eontrol of humidity is the most important factor. Three of these machines were 
manufactured in 1940 by the Worthington Corp. of Harrison, N. J. Each had 
arated capacity of 320 tons. The fourth machine was installed later to take care 
of newly completed gallery rooms. It was manufactured by the York Corp. in 
1946 and has a rated capacity of 620 tons. 

The necessary load for proper air-conditionirg of the Gallery building is 1,660 
tons of refrigeration. 

Four or five months ago, in making the yearly overhaul of one of the Worth- 
ington machines, it was discovered that there were three leaking tubes. Parts of 
these tubes were removed and taken to the Worthington Corp. offices in Harrison, 
N. J., where Dr. Euer, chief engineer and chief designer of the Air-Conditioning . 
and Refrigeration Division, examined them. After several conferences between 
Worthington officials and the officers of the Gallery, both at Harrison, N. J., and 
Washington, and after a further comprehensive and careful survey of the three 
machines by the Gallery engineers, Worthington, and the contractors who built 
the building, the Worthington Corp., under date of June 20, informed the Gallery 
that laboratory tests indicated that dezincification is evident in the tubes in the 
eondensers and coolers, and that the tubes in the machines show evidence of this 
deterioration. The Gallery was informed that it is a matter of a very short time 
before all the tubes will become affected, the efficiency of each machine will 
rapidly decrease, and the situation will become extremely serious. Letter of 
June 20 attached. 

The W: rthinc:ton Corp. has supplied an estimate of the cost of supplying new 
and medern equipment built on an entirely different desi¢:n to replace the com- 
press*rs, condensers, and coolers of these three machines but retaining the elabo- 
rate electrical equipment and motors now in use. ‘This estimate is in the sum of 
$130,000. In addition to the cost of the equipment, an estimate, a copy of which 
is also attached hereto, has been obtained from the Standard Engineering Co., 
which has done much of the mechanical installation in the Gallery building, for 
the installation of the new equipment and the removal of the old foundations and 
installation of new ones and all the other costs in connection therewith, in the sum 
of $57,500. This means a total cost of $187,500. 

The urcency of this matter has been brought to the Gallery’s attention only 
within the past few days. The need for this new equipment is vital to the interests 
of the National Gallery of Art, the trustees ef which have the responsibility for the 
pretecti°n and care of works of art conserv atively valued at $200,000,000. Ifthe 
machines should cease to function there will be incalculable harm to the Gallery’s 
collecti*n. 

Every effort will be made by the Gallery staff to continue these machines in 
operativn durins this summer, but the work of manufacture and installation of the 
new equipment should be started in October so as to insure proper air-conditioning 
in the building for the next summer. 

It is therefcre urcently requested that the Congress give favorable consideration 
to this request on an emersency basis. 


WortTHINGTON Corp., 
Washington, D. C., June 20, 1952. 
Subject: Centrifugal air conditioning equipment. 
Col. H. A. McBripp, 
Administrator, National Gallery of Art, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Sir: In accordance with your request, the writer and other members of 
this corporation, have made a complete investigation of the centrifugal refrigera- 
tion machines now installed in the National Gallery of Art. The following is a 
report of our findings: 

The tubes in the condenser and cooler, through which the water passes, are in 
eritical condition. Our laboratory reports indicate that dezincification was evident 
in the tubes which they tested. We believe this dezincification has been caused 
by the corrosive action of freon 11 and water. Several tubes in each machine 
showed evidence of this deterioration, and it is merely a matter of time before all 
the tubes will become affected. As the number of deteriorated tubes increases, the 
efficiency of each machine decreases rapidly, and the seriousness of the situation 
greatly increases. 

It is not possible to say how long the present machines will produce sufficient 
capacity to properly air condition the gallery. Inasmuch as the purpose of your 
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air conditioning system is not one of personal comfort, but one of necessity to 
preserve the rare paintings, we recommend that these machines be replaced with 
modern equipment at the earliest possible date. 

By far the greatest percentage of this type of machine is installed in department 
stores or office buildings where the air eonditioning is ae for only 6 to 8 
hours a day 6 days a week, 3 to 4 months a year. Sinee the gallery must be 
maintained at a constant humidity the year round the machines are required to 
operate three times as long as those in the average office building or department 
store. 

We have run a rough load calculation on the building and find that the total load 
is 1,660 tons of refrigeration. The one large machine, presently installed, report- 
edly has a capacity of 620 tons, leaving a balance of 1,040 tons. Each of the 
three new machines we would furnish would have a capacity of 350 tons, or a 
total of 1,050 tons. The combined eapacity of the one large and three small 
machines would be 1,670 tons of refrigeration. 

‘Phe three new replacement machines would utilize your present 400 horse- 
power motors and motor controllers, as well as the speed increasing gear casings. 
The compressors, condensers, water coolers, and other accessory equipment 
required for three complete refrigeration cycles would be replaced with new 
equipment. 

We appreciate the opportunity of working with you on this matter and trust 
you will call upon us if we can be of any further assistance. 

Very truly yours, 
WorrTHINGTON Corp., 
H. A. CaLpWELL. 


STANDARD ENGINEERING Co. or Wasuineton, D. C., INc., 
Washington 7, D. C., June 19, 1982. 
Subject: National Gallery of Art. 
NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: We are pleased to submit the following budget estimate for 
auxiliary work in connection with the installation of new 400-ton refrigeration 
eompressors (for each eee 


e 
2. ieeete and store pre sent motors Ad fn Godhch Sen dc shatese & 5 Ae Ss duh dive sa hens te ape 
. Remove present equipment 
. Piping changes, condenser and chilled water 
. Electrical changes 
. Misceilaneous, relief, oil, water, etc. , piping 
. Insulation for new piping and cooler_._._.------- . 
3. Alterations to present duct work 


Respectfully submitted. 
STANDARD ENGINEERING Co., 
Frank H. Haines, President. 


P. S.: For replacing 24-inch-4,009-GPM condenser water strainer with 
new 24-inch-6,000-GPM strainer $5, 000 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureav or REcLAMATION 


STATEMENTS OF G. W. LINEWEAVER, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER; 
A. R. GOLZE, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF PROGRAMS AND FINANCE 
AND N. B. BENNETT, JR., ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF 
PROJECT PLANNING 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Chairman McKetuiar. Next we will take up the Department of 
the Interior, and we will first hear from the Bureau of Reclamation, 
Mr. Lineweaver. 

In connection with this item, we have a communication from the 
President of the United States, dated July 1, 1952, which I will ask 
to have placed in the record at this point. 

(The communication referred to follows:) 


{8. Doc. 160, 82d Cong., 2d sess.] 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES TRANSMITTING 
A PrRoposED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR, FOR THE Fiscat YBAR 1953, AMountTriING To $400,000 


THe Waite Houss, 
Washington, July 1, 1982. 
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE. 

Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the consideration of the Congress 
& proposed supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 1953, in the amount of 
$400,000, for the Department of the Interior. 

The details of this proposed appropriation, the necessity therefor, and the 
reasons for its submission at this time are set forth in the attached letter from the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, with whose comments and observations 
thereon I concur. 

Respectfully yours, 
Harry 8. TRUMAN, 


EXxecuTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 1, 1952. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 

Sir: I have the honor to submit herewith for your consideration a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiseal year 1953, in the amount of $400,000, 
for the Department of the Interior, as follows: 


“DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
“OrFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
“RESEARCH IN THE UTILIZATION OF SALINE WATER 


‘For expenses necessary to carry out the provisions of the Act of July —, 1952 
(Public Law ), authorizing research in conversion of saline water for beneficial 
consumptive uses, $400,000.” 

The Congress has recently enacted a bill (H. R. 6578) authorizing the Secretary 
of the Interior to undertake a research program which is designed to develop eco- 
nomic means of producing fresh water which is suitable for agricultural, indus- 
trial, municipal, and other beneficial consumptive uses from saline water. 

The purpose of this supplemental appropriation is to provide for the immediate 
initiation by the Secretary of the Interior of a research program, by means of 
research grants and contracts, for the conversion of sea and other saline waters 
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for consumptive and other beneficial uses to alleviate the acute shortage of water 
in many areas of the Nation. This shortage, brought about by the serious drought 
conditions and rapid expansion of urban areas in recent years, necessitates the 
investigation of new sources of potable water. 

This proposed supplemental appropriation was not included in the_ budget 
because the law authorizing the appropriation was not enacted until after the 
budget had been prepared. 

I recommend that the foregoing proposed supplemental appropriation be 
transmitted to the Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
F. J. Lawton, 
‘ Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 


RESEARCH IN CONSERVATION OF SALINE WATER 


Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Chairman, we are appearing here in eee 
of the $400,000 estimate under the provisions of H. R, 6578, which 
was unanimously passed by the Senate 2 weeks ago, and passed by 
the House on Monday. 

Chairman McKetuar. What page of the bill is that? 

Mr. Lineweaver. That is a new item. It relates to authorizing 
the Secretary to conduct research in the conversion of saline water 
for beneficial consumptive uses. 


PRIOR APPROPRIATION 


You will recall, Mr. Chairman, that in 1949 your committee passed 
an estimate or appropriation for $125 ,000 or $150,000 and the House 
refused to accept it on the ground that we did not have authorization. 

So we went back to the legislative committees with the recommenda- 
tion of the President and this legislation to which I have just referred, 
H. R. 6578, is the result. 

May I point out this, Mr. Chairman, that this bill limits the 
authorization for appropriation for a total not to exceed $2,000,000 
for a 5-year period, and this estimate which was sent up by the 
Budget Bureau yesterday is for the first segment of that $2,000,000. 

Chairman McKe.uar. W hy did you not get that before us sooner? 
You are just coming in at the last moment when we are all working 
here 14 hours a day trying to get through. 

Mr. Lineweaver. | appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. We tried 
our best. As I say, the House, 10 minutes after noon on Monday, 
completed the passage of the bill. 


HOUSE ALLOWANCE 


Chairman McKetiar. How much did they allow? 

Mr. Lineweaver. It is $2,000,000 for a period of 5 years; at the 

rate of $400,000 a vear as nearly as practicable. 

Chairman McKee iar. What is this money to be used for? 

Mr. Linewraver. For research. None of it is to be spent by the 
Secretary of the Interior for the purposes of operating or acquiring any 
demonstration plant. Thd greater part of the money will be used in 
contracts for research with educational institutions, universities, and 
colleges, and with private enginecring firms. 

Senator Ettenper. Has not the Navy made some study en this? 

Mr. LINEwEAVER. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would it not be a duplication, then? 
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Mr. Lineweraver. No, sir. Section 2 provides for the Secretary 
to cooperate with any other Federal agency or municipality, depart- 
ment or agency, or instr umentality, and with any private person, 
firm, educational institution, or other organization. 


Section 3 says: 


Research undertaken by the Secretary of the Interior under the authority con- 
tained in this act shall be coordinated or conducted jointly with the Department 
of Defense to the greatest practicable extent compatible with military and 
security limitations to the end that research and development under this act 
which are primarily of a civil nature will contribute to the defense of the Nation 
and that research and development in the same field which are primarily of a 
military nature and are conducted by the Department of Defense will be made 
available to advance the purposes of this act and to strengthen the civil economy 
of the Nation. 


ACCOMPLISHMENTS 


Senator Haypren. Mr. Chairman, my understanding is that in the 
first place the Navy has to take the sea water that they take in and get 
the salt out before they put it under the boiler. 

Second, that they have perfected means whereby people who are 
wrecked or are on a raft can get the salt out of sea water in sufficient 
amount to keep them alive. All of those things are very expensive. 


PURPOSE OF RESEARCH 


The purpose of this research is to get the cost down. Now I did 
notice here a recent development whereby they claim by some elec- 
trical process they reduce the salinity of the water very materially. 
That is one development. If you get it down to a reasonable cost, 
it is going to be a wonderful thing, particularly here in this industrial 
Kast where vast quantities of water are used for manufacturing, 
and they are just running short on every river and stream. 

It is a worthy project. I do not think there is any doubt about it 
at all. 

QUESTION OF TIME 


gbalimonn McKe.iar, I can see that, but they are coming in here 

days before we adjourn. 

nation Haypen. ‘The bill only passed 3 or 4 days ago. 

Chairman McKeuuar. I say, they are coming in here at the last 
moment without any investigation on our part. We ought toinvesti- 
gate. We have the responsibility of looking after the interests of the 

country. We have not had time. This is a very important matter. 

I cannot imagine anything more important than he able to take 
the salt out of ocean water. Of course it is important. “It requires a 
great deal more time than we have to consider it. That is my opinion. 

We cannot do that in the last 3% days. 


EXTENSIVE HEARINGS 


Mr. Linewraver. Mr. Chairman, may I point out we have had ex- 
tensive hearings before the legislative committees of both Houses and 
there are volumes of hearings on this bill. 

To illustrate the extent to which the legislative committees went 
into this matter and the restrictions that they placed on it in this ‘ield 
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that was finally passed, the President recommended an authorization 
of appropriations not to exceed $25 million. 

The House committee passed that bill that limited it to $1 million 
for a 5-year period. The Senate about 2 weeks ago reported out a 
bill and Senator Case of South Dakota, who is interested in this 
matter from the standpoint of the demineralization of inland waters 
more so than the sea-water proposition, made a full explanation of the 
bill on the floor of the Senate, and Senator Hendrickson of New Jersey, 
who had objected to the consideration, withdrew his objection after 
Senator Case made his explanation. 

Chairman McKetuar. Do you not think that after all that work 
by the other committees that you ought to give us a little more than 
3%-days to consider this matter of furnishing the money? 

Mr. Lineweaver. I would have been glad to do it. 

Senator Ferauson. Why can you not wait until next January? 
You have been waiting now for some time. 

Senator ELLenpER. The authorization was passed on the consent 
calendar here just a few days ago. 


SUGGESTED POSTPONEMENT 


Chairman McKe.uiar. I was present when Senator Hendrickson 
withdrew his opposition to the matter. I have great sympathy with 
this. It is an important thing. If we can, by research, obtain it, 
we ought to do it, but we ought not to go blindfolded in this matter. 

You are asking us to do something that takes many years to get 
through the House and Senate. It seems to me you ought to come 
in January by all means. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Chairman, we would have been before this 
committee many months before if the legislation had been authorized. 
I appreciate the volume of work that this committee has. The 
Secretary considered this matter of sufficient importance to request 
the Budget Bureau to send up the estimate as soon as the bill passed 
the House with the Senate amendment. 

The Secretary has been very much interested in this for several 
years. He desired us to get started in order that we could take 
advantage of the progress that had been made and provide for co- 
ordination of both the private research as well as that of the colleges 
and universities, and the Department of Defense as provided for in the 
legislation. 

Chairman McKetiar. To be very frank with you, if you had 
gotten an estimate from the Budget Bureau and come before us in 
the last few days of Congress, just before we are about to adjourn, 
I would have objected to the passage of the bill, because this is not 
fair to us, it is not fair to our committee to bring in a matter of this 
kind, of the importance that this is, to appropriate money in 3 days. 

Senator Fereuson. Once we start it, we are committed. 

Mr. Linewsavenr. It is a 5-year program limited to a total of $2 
million over the 5 years. 

Chairman McKe.uar. That is a considerable amount of money. 

Is there anything further? 

Mr. LinewEAVvER. I will submit the bill for the record as it appears 
from the excerpt of the House proceedings on June 30. 
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POSSIBLE DUPLICATION 


Chairman McKe.uar. I think it is well to come before us and be 
thinking about it during the intermission of Congress, but I would 
like to know something about it before I go into it. 

I would like to know who is now doing the same kind of work. We 
have so many duplications in the various departments. 

Mr. Lineweaver. The purpose of this is not duplication. It is 
more coordination, There are 55 institutions and private engineering 
firms that have been doing research on this problem. 

Senator Ferauson. You mean at Government expense? 

Mr, Lineweaver. No, sir. 

Senator FmrGcuson. At their own expense? 

Mr. Linewraver. At their own expense. 

Senator Frereauson. How long have they been working? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Off and on they have been working for 50 years. 
The Navy, the Army, and the Marine Corps in their activities, all 
coordinated under the Department of Defense, have, particularly 
during World War II, made considerable progress. 

Chairman McKeuuar. Under those circumstances you should give 
our committee a little more time than 3% days, 

We will hear you in January. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will submit 
for the record the justification and excerpts from the Congressional 
Record of June 30, which includes the text of H. R. 6578 which 
will be before the President for approval within a day or two. 

(The material referred as follows: ) 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY—RESEARCH IN UTILIZATION OF SALINE WATER 


(Estimate $400,000; Act ) 
(House hearings, not considered by the House) 
(P. 10, after line 12) 


Page 10, after line 12, insert the following: 
“OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY—RESEARCH IN UTILIZATION OF SALINE WATER 


“For expenses necessary to carry out provisions of the act of July —, 1952, 
Public Law , authorizing research in conversion of saline water for beneficial 
consumptive uses, $400,000.” 

HOUSE REPORT 


No consideration has been:given this item by the House. It was submitted to 
the Senate as Senate Document : 
JUSTIFICATION 


Explanation of amendment.—This amendment provides for $400,000 for the 
Office of the Secretary. This amount is to be distributed as follows: 


Appro- Budget House 
Activity = = bill 


Research in utilization of saline water...............--- 
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A breakdown of the supplemental amount requested by objects of expenditure 
follows: 


OL Weshomalerviend. oe 68. esl See A A Ee ak $63, 685 
02 Travel 
06 Printing and reproduction 
07 Other contractual services - - 4 
Services performed by other agencies 


T 400, 000 


Enactment by the Congress of the bill H. R. 6578 is a recognition of the need 
to start doing something about the acute. water shortages in manv areas of the 
Nation. ‘lhe act is based upon there being available an average of $400,000 per 
year which is to be divided, roughly three-fourths to research through contracts 
and grants, and not to exceed one-fourth to departmental expenses for the correla- 
tion-and coordination of the program. ‘The authorization for appropriation is 
limited by the act to a 5-vear period. The intention, however, is that by the 
end of the 5-year period, or earlier, a process or processes should be developed 
which would be worthy of full-scale development. 

The request is now made for $400,000 to carry out the first vear’s program in 
the field of salt-water conversion. It is extremely important that this work be 
undertaken immediately. ‘the dangerous drought conditions of the last few 
years have seriously depleted available water supplies for both municipal and 
agricultural purposes. ‘lhe high precipitation of this past winter has alleviated 
the condition only in a few areas. Parts of the country which recently experienced 
disastrous floods are now suffering from drought. Many of our island possessions 
are paving extreme prices for fresh water obtained from the ocean by antiquated 
methods. ‘lhis is true also of many foreign countries. Many of our coastal cities 
are subject to destruction of their present water systems. Research under this 
bill should help solve these problems before the situation becomes drastic. 

Under the authority of the act, not to exceed $100,000 would be used for 
departmental expenses, which would include financing the headquarters’ office 
staff engaged in getting the program under way and determining the known 
processes worthy of additional effort at this time, and stimulating and encouraging 
research along new fields. All of this would require a review of present programs, 
and appraisals and examinations of various proposals and the preparation and 
supervision of contract research. There would also be the need for testing of 
various proposals and the performance of technical and economic studies. Con- 
siderable travel would be involved during this first vear. 

‘Lhe approximate $300,000 available for research by contracts and grants could 
be devoted principally to developmental research under definite objectives and 
guides and would include the development of models but would not, of course, 
include demonstration plants. A part of the funds would be devoted to explora- 
tory research without rigid guides. ‘lhese research programs would be carried 
on either by contract or grant by organizations such as universities, research 
institutions, engineering firms, industrial firms, and similar organizations, and 
possiblv individuals, qualified to do such work. Another part would be devoted 
to seeking independent technical reviews, technical evaluations of proposals, and 
assisting in formulation of programs. 


House Proceepincs on H. R. 6578 


The following is excerpted from the House of Representatives proceedings of 
June 30: 


Researcu Intro Practical MEANS FOR ECONOMICAL PRopUCTION FRomM SEA OR 
OTHER SALINE WATERS 


Mr. Enaue. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take from the Speaker’s 
table the bill (H. R. 6578) to provide for correlation and coordination of research 
into practical means for the economical production, from sea or other saline 
waters, of water suitable for agricultural, industrial, municipal, and other bene- 
ficial consumptive uses, and for other purposes, with Senate amendments, and 
concur in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendments as follows: 

“Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert ‘That, ‘n view of the acute 
shortage of water in the arid areas of the Nation and e'sewhere and the excessive 
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use of underground waters throughout the Nation, it is the policy of the Con- 
gress to provide for the development of practicable low-cost means of producing 
from sea water, or from other saline waters, water of a quality suitable for agri- 
riculture, industrial, municipal, and other beneficial consumptive uses on a scale 
sufficient to determine the feasibility of the development of such production and 
distribution on a large-scale basis, for the purpose of conserving and increasing 
the water resources of the Nation. 

‘ “Sec. 2. In order to carry out the pruposes of this act, the Secretary of the 
Interior, acting through such agencies of the Department of the Interior as he 
may deem appropriate, is authorized— 

““*(a) by means of research grants and contracts as set forth in subseetion (d) 
of this section to conduct research and technical development work, to make 
careful engineering studies to ascertain the lowest investment and operating costs, 
and to determine the best plant designs and conditions of operation; 

‘“**(b) to study methods for the recovery and marketing of byproducts re- 
sulting from and incident to the production of water as herein provided for the 
purpose of ascertaining the possibilities of offsetting the costs of water production 
in any area by the commercial utilization of such products; 

““*(e) to acquire, by purchase, license, lease, or donation, secret processes, 
technical data, inventions, patent applications, patents, licenses, land and any 
interest in land (ineluding water rights, easements, and leasehold interests), 
plants and facilities, and other property or rights: Provided, That the land or other 
property acquired hereunder shall not exceed that necessary to carry on the 
experiments and demonstrations for the purposes herein provided; 

‘““*(d) to engage, by noncompetitive contract or otherwise, chemists, physicists, 
engineers, and such other personnel as may be deemed necessary, and any educa- 
tional institution, scientific organization, or industrial or engineering firm deemed 
suitable to do any part of the research or other work, and to the extent appropriate 
to correlate and coordinate the research and development work of such educational 
institutions, scientific organizations and industrial and engineering firms; and 

““*(e) to cooperate with any other Federal, State, or municipal department, 
agency, or instrumentality, and with any private person, firm, educational in- 
stitution, or other organization in effectuating the purpose of this act. 

“* ‘Spec. 3. Research undertaken by the Secretary of the Interior under the 
authority contained in this act shall be coordinated or conducted jointly with 
the Department of Defense to the greatest practicable extent compatible with 
military and security limitations, to the end that research and developments 
under this act which are primarily of a civil nature will contribute to the defense 
of the Nation and that research and developments in the same field which are 
primarily of a military nature and are conducted by the Department of Defense 
will be made available to advance the purposes of this act and to strengthen the 
civil economy of the Nation. 

“ ‘Sec. 4. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized, for the sole purpose of 
this act, to dispose of all water and other products produced as a result of his 
operations under this act pursuant to regulations to be prescribed by him: Pro- 
vided, That nothing in this act shall be construed to alter existing law with respect 
to the ownership and control of water. 

“ ‘Spc. 5. All moneys received for products of the plants under this act shall 
be paid into the Treasury as miscellaneous reccipts. 

“Sec. 6. The Secretary of the Interior shall make reports to the President 
and the Congress at the beginning of each regular session of the action ‘taken or 
instituted by him under the provisions of this act. The report shall include 
suitable recommendations for further legislation. 

“ ‘Sec. 7. The Secretary of the Interior may issue rules and regulations to 
effectuate the purposes of this act. 

“ ‘Sac. 8. There are authorized to be appropriated, from any funds in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums, not to exceed $2,000,000, for a 
5-year period, to carry out the provisions of this act: Provided, That departmental 
expenses for the correlation and coordination of information over such 5-year 
period shall not exceed the sum of $500,000: Provided further, That such depart- 
mental expenses shall be scheduled in equal amounts for each year of such period 
insofar as practicable.’ 

‘“‘Amend the title so as to read: ‘An act to provide for research into and develop- 
ment of practical means for the economical production, from sea or other saline 
waters, of water suitable for agricultural, industrial, municipal, and other bene- 
ficial consumptive uses, and for other purposes.’ ”’ 





506 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1953 


Mr. Martin of Massachusetts. Reserving the right to object, will the gentleman 
explain the Senate amendments? 

Mr. Enaue. Mr. Speaker, the Senate amendments rewrote the House bill in 
different language but for substantially the same purpose as the bill which passed 
the House. The Senate increased the authorized appropriation from $1,000,000 
to $2,000,000. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend at this point copy of a letter 
addressed to me by the Secretary of the Interior dealing with this bill, showing 
his agreement with us as to the purpose and scope of the bill. 

The Speaker. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from Califor- 
nia? 

There was no objection. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

UNITED States DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., June 30, 1952. 
Hon. Crain ENGLE, 
Chairman, Reclamation and Irrigation Subcommittee, Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Cuarr: In response to your request, I am writing to confirm Mr. Line- 
weaver’s representations to you that it is the firm position of the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Department of the Interior that H. R. 6578 in the form now pend- 
ing before the House of Representatives does not authorize the Secretary to acquire 
and operate a demonstration plant in connection with the conversion of salt and 
brackish waters to potable uses. While the Department recommended such 
authority, the bill as it now stands, in my opinion, clearly rejects that authoriza- 
tion. 

In view of the explicit language in H. R. 6578 as passed by the House and 
amended in the Senate, together with the discussions in committee and on the 
floor, the legislative history of this bill is clear that the Cengress intended to deny 
any authority to the Secretary to acquire and operate a demonstration plant. 

am instructing Mr. Lineweaver, who will continue as my representative in 
the activation and coordination of this program if the legislation is enacted and 
funds provided by the Congress, to explain more fully to you and your colleagues 
my position should any further question arise. 
Sincerely yours, 
Oscar L, CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


Mr. Jenkins. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, Martin of Massachusetts. I yield. 

Mr. Jenkins. Mr. Speaker, I shall not object to the passing of this bill, on the 
contrary I am much in favor of it and I hope it passes. I should like to ask the 
gentleman if the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Bow], a member of the committee is 
in full agreement with the bringing up of this matter at this time. 

Mr. Eneie, The gentleman from Ohio is in agreement with me. I consulted 
with Mr. Bow. Unfortunately he is not back yet from a trip he made to Ohio 
over the week end; but I assure the gentleman that I have consulted with him and 
the other Republican members of the committee and they are in agreement. 

Mr. Martin of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The Speaker. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendments were concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table, 
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Fisa anp WILDLIFE SERVICE 


STATEMENTS OF ALBERT DAY, DIRECTOR, AND JOHN R. GARD- 
NER, CHIEF, BRANCH OF BUDGET AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
MANAGEMENT 


INVESTIGATION AND ERADICATION OF PREDATORY SEA LAMPREY 


Chairman McKe iar. Next we will take up the Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

Senator Frercuson. Mr. Day, you have 23 streams where the 
lampreys go and spawn? 

Mr. Day. Yes, on Lake Superior. 

Senator Feracuson. You desire $240,000? 

Mr. Day. Yes. 

Senator Frereuson. To install screens in the streams? 

Mr. Day. That is right. 

Senator Fereuson. Do you believe that this system is going to be 
successful? 

Mr. Day. Yes. 

Chairman McKe.uar. I was talking to the other gentleman over 
here. Do you not think we ought to have more than 3% days to pass 
on this? 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 


Mr. Day. Mr. Chairman, I am just as sorry about this late pre- 
sentation as you are. The legislation under which we are operating 
has been a year-to-year situation, so proscribed by the House in order 
that they could review the activities each year. 

A bill was introduced by Mr. Potter way back on the 7th of Febru- 
ary this year in order to provide time to get this thing through in a 
normal fashion. The bill became tied up in the House for some reason 
or other, and was only passed a few days ago. It was passed by the 
Senate day before yesterday and signed by the President late yester- 
day afternoon. So I could do nothing but present a last-minute 
request for these funds. 

Senator Ferauson. But we have had similar bills before? 

Mr. Day. You have previously had similar bills and appropriation 
requests before you. This is merely to authorize our staff in the field 
to proceed with placing additional experimental wiers and electrical 
devices in additional streams. 

One reason we are so anxious to proceed in this is that last year we 
were caught in a similar situation and $150,000 was put in as a sup- 
plemental item for nonrecurring items. So if this $240,000 is not 
approved, we actually will be working on a much reduced program 
over what we are at the present moment. 

For that reason we felt it essential that we come to you with this 
supplemental request. 

ELECTRICAL WIERS 


Senator Haypmun. The testimony was that they did have a device 
that caught these lampreys up the stream and they did not get back 
into the lake. 
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Mr. Day. Our people have been able to develop electric wiers that 
will actually stop the lampreys as they move from the large lakes into 
the side streams for spawning. It will kill the lampreys and yet 
let the trout pass and other valuable fish go through. It is a success- 
ful operation, but we find now that the lampreys after invading Lake 
Erie, Lake Huron, and Lake Michigan are also moving into Lake 
Superior. 

We propose to put these additional devices in the streams where the 
lampreys afte spawning in Lake Superior, in the hope of stopping them 
while we continue our research on methods. 


CANADIAN INTEREST 


Senator ELLENDER. What is Canada doing about that? 

Mr. Day. Canada is doing some but not a great deal, in comparison 
with the United States effort. 

Senator ELLENDER. What if Canada does not and we do? 

Mr. Day. So far we are attempting to perfect devices. We do 
not know yet what the total cost will be for actual control. I think 
that after we gain more information, more experience, that we un- 
doubtedly will have to consider and a treaty with Canada on which 
to base an adequate control program in both countries. So far this 
work is basically experimental. 

Senator ELLENDER. With so many machines that you now have, do 
you not think you have enough to experiment with to find out if this 
will work? 

Mr. Day. Not on a large enough scale. We have a few different 
types of machines, but we are still working on a very restricted basis. 


LAMPREY MENACE 


The lamprey runs only occur about 3 months of the year when 
they move from the lakes into the spawning streams in May, June, and 
July. 

So, to gather adequate data over a large enough area we need differ- 
ent types of installations. 

Senator CHavez. They go from the lakes to the streams to spawn? 

Mr. Day. That is right. 

Senator CHAavez. What you are trying to do now is to catch them 
before they get back to the lakes? 

Mr. Day. The lamprey is an ocean species that came into the 
Great Lakes through the Welland Canal 25 years or more ago, and 
have since spread and taken on habits that are very costly and damag- 
ing to the fisheries. They go into side streams from the Great Lakes, 
spawn, and die, after depositing eggs in little rocky gravel nests, 
very similar to those used by trout and bass. 

When the eggs hatch out, the larvae—the young—go down in the 
mud and remain there 5 or 6 years before they emerge. Then they 
come out, about six inches long, and move downstream into the 
lakes and start attacking the fish. 

Senator CuHavrez. What you are trying to do now is stop them in 
the streams? iG 

Mr. Day. We are trying to catch the adults as they go in to spawn 
by various electric devices and we hope to be able to iil the larvae 
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in the mud by poisons. There are many different approaches all of 
which are purely experimental so far. 

We hope that we can devise ways and means which will be suitable 
so that we can then go to Canada and attempt to work out an inter- 
national treaty. 


ESTIMATE OF DAMAGE 


Senator Cuavez, Have you any estimate as to the damage they do 
to the edible fish? 

Mr. Day. The damage is terrific. The commercial fisheries in 
some of the lakes have been reduced down to almost nothing. As 
the Senator from Michigan knows, it is really very disastrous. 


METHOD OF ATTACK 


Senator ELLENDER. How does it attack the fish? 

Mr. Day. They grab them over the eye, on the gills, on the side 
with their suction mouths, inside of which is a bone drill. They drill 
into the fish and suck the blood and body juices all out of it. They 
inject a noncoagulant so that the blood will not coagulate. 

A bright, shiny, well-colored rainbow trout within 24 hours will be 
the color of this paper, sucked dry. It takes a tremendous quantity 
of fish to grow one of those things from 6 inches to 2 feet in size. 

Senator Frrcuson. If one gets loose and has this big scar on him, 
then he is not a commercial fish because he has a scar on him and you 
cannot sell him. 

Mr. Day. It is a disastrous thing and if you cannot see your way 
clear to go along with our financial request, it will set the program back 
materially. 

Senator Fercuson. The Senator is right about your coming in here 
on the last day, but this is a different thing; it has been before us, the 
same kind of bill in other years. The difficulty is that Congress 
passses it only one year at a time. If this is not going to be a success 
or a protection, I do not want it. 

Mr. Day. It is one of the most successful experiments we have car- 
ried on so far. But there are still many unanswered questions as to 
how we will actually control. Now we are attempting to find out the 
life history, the approach to make, and various factors of how to con- 
trol them. , 

Then we will have to figure adequate means of control later. 

Chairman McKe war. If there are not further questions, we thank 
you, Mr. Day, for appearing before us. 

Mr. Day. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McKetvar. We will insert the justification for this item 
at this point in the record. 

(The justification referred to follows:) 
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
INVESTIGATIONS OF RESOURCES 
(Supplemental estimate for fiscal year 1953, $240,000) 
(P. 10, after line 23) 
Page 10, after line 23 insert the following: 
“PISH AND WIDLIFE SERVICE—INVESTIGATIONS OF RESOURCES 


“For an additional amount for ‘Investigations and resources’, fiscal year 1953, 
$240,000.” 
HOUSE REPORT 


No consideration has been given this item by the House. It was submitted to 
the Senate as a Senate Document No. 159. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This increases the activity ‘““Research on fish and fisheries’ under the appropri- 
ation ‘Investigations of resources’”’ by $240,000 to enable the Fish and Wildlife 
Service to accelerate its program of investigating and eradicating the predatory 
sea lamprey of thé Great Lakes. The amount is necessary if the planned work on 
Lake Superior is to be carried forward without disrupting other activities to which 
the investigation is committed. Previous surveys of all streams entering Lake 
Superior from the State of Michigan drainages revealed established sea lamprey 
spawning runs in 23 streams. One of these streams is currently blocked by an 
experimental electric screen. Funds requested will provide for installation and 
operation of 22 additional structures. The purpose of this program is to operate, 
on a pilot basis, a sufficient number of control stfuctures to learn the problems 
involved in supply, care, maintenance and continuous, high-standard functioning. 
It is reasoned that control of the sea lamprey population before it has entirely 
ruined the lake trout and other stocks of fish in Lake Superior is good conservation. 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES 
War Cxiaims CoMMISSION 


STATEMENTS OF DANIEL F. CLEARY, CHAIRMAN, AND MRS, 
GEORGIA L, LUSK, COMMISSIONER 


RESTORATION OF FUNDS REQUESTED 


Chairman McKe.iar. The next agency is the War Claims Com- 
mission. 

You may go ahead, Mr. Cleary. 

Mr. Cieary. Mr. Chairman, my name is Daniel F. Cleary, Chair- 
man of the War Claims Commission. 

I do not have a prepared statement, but I do have with me a letter 
which we addressed to Senator Maybank in his capacity as chairman 
of the Independent Offices Subcommittee in which we seek to point 
out to the committee our need for the full request of $400,000 in the 
supplemental bill for 1953. 

Chairman McKetuar. What page of the bill is that on? 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


Mr. Cieary. Page 17 of the bill itself. 

At page 26 of the committee report, of the House- eommittee, 
accompanying the bill, the committee of the House stated that they 
wished to point out that most of the remaining work in connection 
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with the old program of the War Claims Commission had to do with 
Philippine veterans and that the Department of the Army has agreed 
to perform a large part of that work in the Philippines. 


INITIATION OF NEW PROGRAM 


Unfortunately, that language indicates a misapprehension on the 
part of the House committee as to the work that needs to be done by 
the War Claims Commission and does not take into account the fact 
that under the provisions of Public Law 303 of the Eighty-second 
Congress, which was enacted on April 9, the War Claims Commission 
has been directed to carry out an entirely new program which will 
require the full amount of the supplemental request of $400,000. 

‘hairman McKe.iar. Why did the House deny it? 

Mr. Cieary. They apparently were under the misapprehension 
that the Department of the Army was going to do a substantial amount 
of work for the War Claims Commission. 


WORK IN THE PHILIPPINES 


Senator ELLenpeR. That is what they say here; they are specific 
about it. ‘They say the Department of the Army has agreed to per- 
form a large part of that work in the Philippines where it has a sizable 
force. 

Is the report wrong in that respect? 

Mr. Cuieary. Insofar as the report gives the impression that the 
Army is going to do work which the War Claims Commission had 
previously been under obligation to perform. 


BASIS OF ADJUDICATION 


The situation is this: We have received from the Army, with re- 
spect to American prisoners of war, certain information which served 
as the basis of our adjudication. 

With respect to Philippine veterans, the Army said: 

We will give you that data, but we must charge you $157,000 for it, 


whereas they had not charged us anything for supplying that data 
with respect to American veterans. 

The House committee requested the Army to render that service 
free to the War Claims Commission rather than to initiate a policy 
of charging for it. The Army agreed to render the service free, 
which puts us right back where we were with respect to adjudication. 

We still have to do as much adjudication on Philippine veterans 
as we did on American veterans. 

The only difference is that, whereas the Army was going to charge 
us for Philippine veterans, they are now not going to charge us. 

Senator Haypen. The Army cannot adjudicate anything? 

Mr. Cueary. That is right. 

Senator Haypen. They can simply furnish you the facts? 

Mr. Cieary. That is right. 

Senator Haypen. As to the basis for the man’s claim? 

Mr. Cieary. Yes, sir. 


Senator Haypen. You determine whether it should be allowed or 
not allowed? 


21643—52 
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Mr. Cuixary. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Cnavez. The type of information that you get from the 
Army is probably service records and so forth that you deal with in 
determining or in adjudicating the claims? 

Mr. Cunuary. It is the basic data from which we proceed to 
adjudicate. 

AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Senator Cuavez. In making your request for $400,000, you did 
not contemplate paying the Army anything? 

Mr. Cixary. No, sir. I would like to make clear that the request 
for this $400,000 pertains to this new legislation, and this matter of 
whether or not we pay the Army pertains to our basic act of Public 
Law 896, which we are still required to carry out. 


OBLIGATIONS 


Senator Haypen. What are you required to do under the new law? 

Mr. Cteary. We have additional benefits of $1.50 a day to prison- 
ers of war which is payable to them for violations of the Geneva 
Convention, and then the other section of Public Law 303 requires us 
to pay out to certain religious organizations operating in the Philip- 
pines sums of money to rehabilitate their schools and hospitals and 
the physical rehabilitation of their plants out there. 

That is a completely new operation on our part. 

Senator Haypen. That requires the determination of really how 
much loss they suffered. 

Mr. Cieary. That is right, and what it will cost to rebuild. We 
are required to give them enough money to put their schools and 
hospitals back into their prewar condition. 

Chairman McKeE.uar. Why did you come to us at such a late date? 
The Congress is going to adjourn on Saturday, we hope. You come 
in on a matter that has been d ‘layed either by you or someone else. 
Why did you come in so late? 

Mr. Cieary. We did not know what the House was going to give us. 


QUESTION OF DUPLICATION 


Senator Cuavez. In this particular instance, I can readily see some 
justification for coming in with the supplemental bill under the cir- 
cumstances that prevailed. You see, the 1953 appropriation for the 
agency was all right, but after that bill was acted on, or that appro- 
priation was acted on, came the legislation sometime during April; so 
they did not have any opportunity to submit the figures, 

Chairman McKettar. This is July, which is 3 months. We ought 
to pass intelligently on these things. We do not know how far you 
are coordinating and how far you are /obavemany the information that 
you seek with other activities of the Government. 

It seems that the Defense Department and yourselves are at cross- 
purposes here; at least, you are just simply doing what they are doing 
already. 

Mr. Cieary. The Defense Department merely supplies us with 
some information, and we take off from there and adjudicate after 
they give us the data. 
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FUNDS FOR IMPLEMENTING NEW LEGISLATION 


Chairman McKe.iar. We appropriate the money for them to do 
that. Why appropriate money to you to get the same information? 
Mr. CLeary. We need the additional money for administering the 
new legislation, Public Law 303, Eighty-second Congress. 
Chairman McKe.tiar. What is the $100,000 for? 


NEW TYPES OF CLAIMS 


Mr. Cueary. For adjudication of the two new types of claims. On 
one type of claim we will need data from the Defense Department 
which they will furnish free of charge. 

Chairman McKetuiar. What is the other type? 

Mr. Curary. One for the prisoner-of-war violation of the Geneva 
Convention, and the other is religious organizations. The Army 
furnishes us the basic data relating to prisoners of war. 

Senator Cuavez. Mr. Chairman, the information that the Depart- 
ment of Defense furnishes the Commission is factual information as 
to military service in this instance, but the Defense Department does 
not adjudicate. They turn that information over, and from the 
records of military service the Commission makes determination as 
to whether or not they have a claim. 

Chairman McKer.iar. That might be entirely true and this might 
be a perfectly proper appropriation. 

I am not disputing the fact that it is proper. I am just wondering 
why they bring it up here just 3 days before we adjourn. 

Senator Cuavez. They only passed the bill in the House last week. 

Chairman McKetuar. I know, but it puts us in a very awkward 
position. We have to pass on the facts in the matter. 

Can you not let it go until the first of next year? 

Mr. Curary. No, sir. 

Chairman McKertiar. Why not? 

Mr. Cuieary. There is a limitation in the legislation which was 
enacted in April directing that a portion of these claims must be paid 
no later than March 31 of next year. 


QUESTION OF PROCEDURE 


Chairman McKe.iar. You have had 3 months and you are giving 
us 3 days to pass on it. You are giving us 3 days to pass on this 
matter as to whether or not you should have this appropriation; yet 
you say 3 months is not sufficient for you to pass on it. 

I do not think it is fair. It is not fair to the committee. I urge you 
to put it off until the Ist of January and then do a little active work. 

We want to pay claims and adjust claims against the Government, 
of course; but, if the Department of Defense cannot give us the infor- 
mation or cannot fix the claims as they should be, probably we ought 
to have a man here to pass on them. 

That is true, but for Heaven’s sake do not come here at the last 
minute aud say “Here; take it and pass it.”” You are not our masters; 
you are our employees. 

Senator Cuavez. Mr. Chairman, the chairman knows that if there 
is anyone I am devoted to it is the chairman and that I cooperate with 
the chairman. 
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Chairman McKeuuar. I am devoted to the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Senator Cuavez. There is one thing that appealed to me from 
talking to the Commission. Nearly every independent agency that 
was ever created intended to perpetuate itself in office. These folks 
here say that if they get the money now they will do the job and quit 
at the time the law says they should quit and not ask for any extension 
of time. ; 

But, if they do not get the money to do their duty, it will be 
impossible. : 

Chairman McKetiar. We want to do it intelligently if we have the 
facts. We do not have the facts here. We do not have time to call 
witnesses from the Defense Department. We ought to have some- 
body from the Defense Department here to testify. 

Who has charge of it here in Washington? : 


LAW RECENTLY ENACTED 


Mrs. Lusk. We submitted the budget as soon as the law passed in 
April, as soon as Public Law 303 was passed; and, as soon as we could 
prepare the budget for the administration of the additional law 
(Public Law 303) assigned to us, we presented it. Just last week, the 
House committee acted on it. 

The Senate subcommittee has not yet given us any information on 
their consideration. 

So, at this late date we are before you to ask for the Supplemental 
Appropriation. 

Chairman McKeuuar. It is up to the subcommittee to do that. 

Mrs. Lusk. We appeared before the subcommittee very briefly on 
the 1953 regular budget. 

Chairman McKe.uiar. Are you asking that it be increased? 


REQUEST 


Mrs. Lusx. We are asking that the House action be increased 
from $100,000 to $400,000, which is not tax money; it comes out of 
the liquidated assets of the Alien Property Custodian. 

Chairman McKe .var. It is tax money. 

Mrs. Lusk. It is true that it is paid through the Treasury Depart- 
ment. 

Chairman McKetiar. Yes. 

Mrs. Lusk. It is beside the point. 

Chairman McKe uar. It is a point with me. 

Mrs. Lusk. It is a point. We realize it is our Government money. 

Chairman McKe.uar. You come up here at the last moment. So 
far as I am concerned, I want to be perfectly frank with you. If you 
come up here in January, we will have a full hearing and do what is 
right. We have to pay the claims, but we are not going to pay them 
this way with my consent. 

Senator Cuavez. The lady is correct. She is from my State. 
She is a former Member of Congress. Here is the idea: The money 
is not tax money. It is appropriated all right. - 

Chairman McKe.xar. It comes out of the Treasury. 
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PAYMENT FROM TRUST FUND 


Senator Cuavez. It comes out of the Treasury because the Treasury 
now has the money that belonged to the foreign governments that we 
confiscated during the war. 

That is the money that is used. It is not a tax dollar. It is 
enemy money, but the Treasury has it, hence we have to appropriate 
it. 

Mr. Cxieary. It is from a trust fund. The War Claims Act of 
July 3, 1948, established a trust fund known as the war claims fund 
from which these payments and our administrative expenses would 
be payable. 

In the case of the War Claims Commission, administrative expenses 
constitute an authorization to withdraw money from a trust fund 
which was made up of money taken from the Germans and the 
Japanese during the war. 

It is not from moneys derived by taxation. 


TIME LIMIT 


Senator Haypen. You have a time limit on you next April. If 
we do not act on it now, then we put it off until January, and then 
vou do not know how long after that the House will pass another 
deficiency bill and you probably will get it through along about 
sometime in February. 

Then we have to pass another act extending the life of your Com- 
mission in order to finish the job. 

Chairman McKe.iar. That is two more months’ time that we 
have. 

Mrs. Lusk. We do not want to ask for an extension of time. 

Chairman McKe.iiar. You want the money and want to spend 
it without our knowing where it is going, or without our knowing 
what the facts are. We would like to know what the Department of 
Defense will say about it. It is perfectly proper that we should. 

I think it is my duty as a member of this committee. 

Senator Cuavez. It appears to me that this is an agency of the 
Federal Government that wants to finish its work. The experience 
we have had before this committee is that they usually want to 
continue. 

SUGGESTED POSTPONEMENT 


Chairman McKe tar. I think you ought to postpone it until the 
first of January. It is too late now. 

In this very bill we have four items that are doing exactly the thing 
that we have already appropriated money for, and I illustrate it by 
calling attention to one of them. What is the difference between the 
Foreign and Domestic Commerce and the Office of International 
Trade? 

The Office of International Trade and Foreign and Domestic Com- 
merce are precisely the same, yet they came before us, we gave the 
Foreign and Domestic Commerce the appropriation they asked for, 
and here comes another claim from the same department asking for an 
appropriation for International Trade. I forget whether it was 
$500,000 or $1,000,000. 
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IT asked the gentleman what the difference was between Interna- 
tional Trade and Foreign and Domestic Commerce. He could not say. 
They bring them in here at the last minute. You folks in the 
department, if you want quick action, will have to give us the facts. 
We have heard your side of it, but we have not heard any other side. 

Senator Haypen. I did not think there was another side. 

Chairman McKetuar. So far as I am concerned, I want to submit 
it to the committee. If the committee approves it, that will be 
another thing. I will vote against it, until January, anyhow. 

I ask you to hold it up until January. 

Mr. Cuieary. Yes, sir. 

Chairman McKe iar. The following letter will go into the record. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

War Criarms Commission, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 30, 1982. 
Hon. Burnet R. MAYBANK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee in Charge of the Independent Offices Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washingion 25, D. C. 

My Dear Senator Mayspank: The Commission transmits herewith its justi- 
fication for a supplemental appropriation of $400,000 for the fiscal vear 1953 the 
necessity for which arises from the enactment of Public Law 303, Eighty-second 
Congress, April 9, 1952. 

H. R. 8370, Eighty-second Congress, the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 
1953, as passed by the House, would authorize the War Claims Commission to 
withdraw from the war claims fund an additional $100,000 for administrative 
expenses for the fiscal year 1953. The House report, accompanying H. R. 8370 
stated on page 26, with reference to the War Claims Commission: 

“The committee wishes to point out that most of the remaining work in con- 
nection with the old program has to do with the Philippine veterans, and the 
Department of the Army has agreed to perform a large part of that work in the 
Philippines where it has a sizable foree. Thus, by using the present staff of the 
Commission for this new work, the committee feels that $100,000 is ample to 
perform the additional work required in connection with the new act of April 9, 
1952, for which an estimate of $400,000 was submitted.” 

The foregoing language indicates a misapprehension of the work which the 
Department of the Army agreed to do for the War Claims Commission on a non- 
reimbursable basis. The Department of the Army has agreed to furnish the 
Commission with information on file at the AdjutantGeneral Records Depository, 
Manila, Philippine Islands, pertaining to the military records of certain Filipinos 
who served with the United States Armed Forces during World War II. This 
is similar to but not as complete as the information which was furnished to the 
Commission relating to the military records of American prisoners of war. Such 
basic information is just one of the steps in the process of adjudicating claims for 
compensation. The Commission must determine, among other matters, the 
length of imprisonment, the amount of the award, and the entitlement of sur- 
vivors of deceased prisoners of war to compensaton in accordance with section 
6 (c) of the War Claims Act of 1948, as amended. The full amount authorized 
by the Congress in H. R. 7072 ($734,550) is necessary for the workload on hand 
prior to the enactment of Public Law 303 supra. 

It is respectfully pointed out that the Commission’s request for a supplemental 
appropriation provided for the reactivation of the Philippine Field Office, increas- 
ing the size of the staff there from the 2 which it was originally estimated would 
be required during the fiscal vear 1953 to 18. In addition, Public Law 16, Eighty- 
second Congress, which requires the Commission to take immediate action to 
advise all persons entitled to file claims of their rights and to assist them in the 
preparation and filing of their claims, makes it necessary that the information 
section be reestablished. Funds were not requested for this purpose in the regular 
appropriation. These two items alone will require most of the $100,000 allowed 
by the House. 

The act of April 9, 1952, requires the Commission to adjudicate an undeter- 
mined number of claims from religious organizations by March 31, 1953, and an 
estimated 275,000 claims from prisoners-of-war or their survivors. To permit the 
orderly termination of business, as required by Jaw, all these claims must be 
adjudicated by July 1, 1954. This will require accelerating the rate of adjudica- 
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tion of claims from the current rate of 5,700 claims monthly to approximately 
17,000 monthly. 

It should be clear from the foregoing that the request for $400,000 supplemental 
appropriation to administer the new law is conservative. Details of the request 
will be found in the accompanying justification. 

Your helpful understanding of the problems confronting the War Claims Com- 
mission is deeply appreciated. Should further information be required, it will be 
readily furnished upon request. If at all possible, the Commission would like to 
have a hearing on this matter. 

Sincerely vours, 


DANIEL F. CLEARY, 
Chairman, War Claims Commission. 


Chairman McKe iar. We will take a recess now, until 2:30 p. m. 


AFTER RECESS 
(The Committee resumed hearimgs at 2.30 p. m.). 


Derrense TRANSPORT ADMINISTRATION 


STATEMENT OF JAMES K. KNUDSON, ADMINISTRATOR; HOMER 
C. KING, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR; CLARENCE BARKER, AD- 
MINISTRATIVE OFFICER; AND FRANCIS A. SILVER, GENERAL 
COUNSEL 


REQUEST FOR RESTORATION OF HOUSE REDUCTION 


Chairman McKetuar. The committee will come to order. 

We will consider next the Defense Transport Administration. I 
note that the House allowed you $2,200,000 while the estimate was 
in the amount of $2,500,000. 

Mr. Knvupson. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McKetziar. Will vou proceed? 

Mr. Knupson. May I make a short statement? 

‘hairman McKeuiar. Yes. 

Mr. Knupson. Mr. Chairman, I know you are pressed for time, 
and we have only two short points to make. 

I am James K. Knudson, Defense Transport Administrator. I 
am also a member of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 


HOUSE REPORT 


Now, the House in its report—and we made a good record, I think, 
before the House, and I refer this honorable committee to that record 
for further details—cut us back from $2,500,000 to $2,200,000. In 
the course of its report the House had this to say: 

Chairman McKertiar. What page are you reading from, so that I 
may follow you? 

Mr. Knupson. I do not have the page number, but I will fill that 
in in just a minute, sir. 

This agency— 
meaning the Defense Transport Administration— 


is faced with the task of mobilizing and coordinating the transportation, ware- 
housing and port facilities of the Nation in this continuing production and mobili- 
zation effort. That it hasmade substantial progress toward the fulfillment of this 
task is pointed out by the alleviation of the freight-car shortage that faced the 
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Nation only a yearago. Such progress as this indicates that the workload of this 
agency should decline appreciably in the coming fiscal year. This factor and a 
belief that the Interstate Commerce Commission can absorb a great deal of the 
Defense Transport Administration work within its regular appropriations leads 
the committee to believe that the recommended amount of $2,200,000 should 
prove adequate. 


CUT IN INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION FUNDS 


Now, I wish to address myself to that conclusion for just a moment. 
In the first place, the appropriation for the Interstate Commerce 
Commission has been cut about $1,000,000 this year below that which 
they obtained last year. We cannot, therefore, in the DTA expect the 
Interstate Commerce Commission to assume any more of our workload 
than they did last year. As a matter of fact, if we expect them to do 
any more work than they did last year, we shall have to supplement the 
Interstate Commerce Commission appropriation with a portion of our 
working fund. 

It is for that reason that I come up to correct what I think is a 
misimpression on the part of the House that the Interstate Commerce 
Commission can assume part of the work load of the Defense Trans- 
port Administration. 

OTHER DUTIES 


Having made that point, I will pass on to the next point. The only 
other point that I really want to invite to the attention of this honor- 
able committee is that we have a great deal to do with other matters 
than the Interstate Commerce Commission is capable of handling, 
matters relating to taxicabs, school busses, and the manpower situa- 
tion on the railroads, the transportation, warehousing, and port 
facilities of the Territories and possessions, and numerous other activi- 
ties in which the Interstate Commerce Commission cannot engage 
unless we enlist their support by a working-fund arrangement which 
we have set up with them and which I can testify has saved the 
taxpayers about $3,000,000 a year because we have not duplicated 
ICC field offices by setting up field offices in the Defense Transport 
Administration. 


EFFECT OF CUT ON PERSONNEL TOTAL 


Now, we will have to get about 90 people off the Defense Trans- 
port Administration and the Interstate Commerce Commission pay- 
rolls if this House recommendation receives your endorsement, and I 
believe that that is too deep a cut in view of (1) the present situation 
relating to freight cars for we are not by any means out of the woods. 
The only reason we have enough freight cars at the present time is be- 
cause we have about 108 service agents out in the freight yards herd- 
ing them around like so many stray sheep getting the railroads to do 
what they should with them. These service agents are being sup- 
ported by the Defense Transport Administration working fund. The 
Interstate Commerce Commission has no funds available to support 
that kind of activity. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission will not be able, therefore, 
to give us support. On the contrary, it will be necessary to-support 
the Interstate Commerce Commission with Defense Transport Ad- 
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ministration working funds for that purpose. The same is true of the 
other things I have mentioned. 

Chairman McKeuuar. Did you receive working funds from the 
Interstate Commerce Commission? 


ALLOCATION OF WORKING FUND 


Mr. Knupson. No, sir. The Defense Transport Administration 
has allocated a working fund to the Interstate Commerce Commission 
of something over $1,000,000 this last year. If we continue to do that, 
we will simply have to let the horses go that are making our efforts 

successful. 

Now, production is going to increase. This military business is 
going to get rolling this year, and we believe that transportationwise 
there is going to be a larger burden on us in the 1953 fiscal year than 
there was in 1952. 

I want to say this, too, to this honorable committee: I have no 
desire to perpetuate the Defense Transport Administration organiza- 
tion. The minute our work is over, after conferring with some of 
you gentlemen on the Hill, I expect to dissolve it and get back to 
normal. I want to be a Commissioner again. 

Senator Cuavez. When do you expect that to occur? 

Mr. Knupson. I hope it will be this year if this Korean situation 
does not flare up again. 

Senator Cuavez. You are up with the current workload? 

Mr. Knupson. Yes, we are. 

Senator CuHavez. As I understand it, you want the restoration in 
order so that it will be possible for you to proceed to close the operation 
probably sooner than you expect? 

Mr. Knupson. I want the restoration of the $300,000, sir, in order 
that we may continue successfully the work that we are right in the 
midst of now. 

Senator Cuavez. The point that I was trying to make is this: If 
vou delay doing successfully the work that you are trying to do now, 
the chances are that you will have to extend the work of the agency? 


FREIGHT CAR SITUATION 


Mr. Knupson. Either that or the Interstate Commerce Commission 
will have to be empowered to do it, because it is going to take a couple 
of years at least to get this freight-car situation under control. Now, 
I hope that that can all be turned over to the Comimission. I sin- 
cerely hope that that can be done this year and that the Defense 
Transport Administration will not have to exist any longer. Of 
course, that depends entirely on this mobilization that we are in. 


BROAD AUTHORITY OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 


Chairman McKeuuar. The Interstate Commerce Commission has 
verv broad authority under the law now. 

Mr. Knupson. Yes. It does not have, sir, authority to deal in 
any matters affecting such things as gasoline rationing, taxicab mat- 
ters, school busses, and all those things that would have to be taken 
care of and which we are laying very comprehensive plans to take 
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care of in the event of a further flare-up of this Korean business. It 
is just a gamble we are taking. That is what it amounts to. 

Chairman McKettar. All right, sir. Are there any further 
questions? 

If not, we are very much obliged to you. 

Mr. Knupson. I would like to refer you, in closing, to the letter 
which my deputy wrote to you, Mr. Chairman, dated June 30, 1952. 

Chairman McKe.uiar. Will you pass a copy of the letter over to 
the stenographer and it will be included in the record. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


DEFENSE TRANSPORT ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, June 30, 1952. 
Hon> Kenneth McKEttar, 
Chairman, Senaie Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator McKeEtiar: We wish to express our appreciation for the many 
courtesies afforded us by your committee and the splendid support vou have given 
us in the discharge of our duties and responsibilities with respect to domestic 
transportation, warehousing, and port facilities under the defense mobilization 
program. 

Our budget for the fiscal year 1953, as approved bv the Bureau of the Budget, 
calls for an estimated expenditure of $2,500,000. This is already a cut of 25 
percent below our original estimate sent to the Bureau of the Budget and will 
make it necessary for us to reduce our staff by about 60 persons, 30 of them 
from the regular DTA payrolls and 30 of them from the 1CC. working fund pay- 
rolls. As you know, we transfer about half of our appropriation to the ICC to 
finance the DTA work it performs for us. If we were to continue operating at 
our June level of $235,000, on an annual basis we would require $2,800,000. 

There was appropriated for the fiscal vear 1952, $2,543,000. We operated, 
however, on a continuing resolution basis for the first 4 months and for that reason 
were unable to begin rounding out our organization until after November 1 of 
last vear. We have since hired only employees on an actual-need basis and reached 
our peak last April, when we had on our payrolls, in round numbers, 200 regular 
Defense Transport Administration employees and 240 on the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission working fund. Today we have actuallv on the DTA payrolls, 
198 people, and 228 on the ICC working fund, a total of 426 classified employees. 
In addition, we have 33 consultants, 18 of them serving without compensation 
and 15 on a when-actually-emploved basis, a grand total of 459 employees. We 
estimate a surplus at the end of this fiscal vear of about $80,000. 

May we point out that we have operated as efficiently as possible and kept 
well within the funds appropriated for our use during the past fiscal year. In 
this connection, we absorbed the cost of the recent pay increases and were the 
only defense agency that did not ask for supplemental funds to cover the cost of 
the pay increases granted classified employees last year. Furthermore, there 
were added several unbudgeted functions in 1952 and their costs were absorbed. 

The House has cut our appropriations from $2,500,000 to $2,200,000, and while 
it has been generous with us when you consider our cut of $300,000 in relation to 
cuts given other defense agencies, we invite your attention to the reasoning of 
the House Appropriations Committee in reporting out its recommendation of 
$2,200,000, as quoted: 

“This agency is faced with the task of mobilizing and coordinating the transpor- 
tation, Warehousing and port facilities of the Nation in this continuing production 
and mobilization effort. That it has made substantial progress toward the ful- 
fillment of this task is pointed out by the a'leviation of the freight-car shortage 
that faced the Nation only a year ago. Such progress as this indicates that the 
workload of this agency should decline appreciably in the coming fiscal year. 
This factor and a belief that the Interstate Commerce Commission can absorb 
a great deal of the DTA work within its regular appropriations leads the committee 
to believe that the recommended amount of $2,200,000 should prove adequate.” 

While the above language speaks with approval of the railroad freight car 
situation, it should be recalled that our responsibilities involve street and highway 
transportation, inland waterways, port facilities, warehousing and storage, tax 
amortization and manpower for those forms of transportation, and I feel justified 
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in saying that an equally satisfactory showing has been made for those as for the 
rail transportation. 

In your review of our budget, we will appreciate your consideration of the follow- 
ing factors: 

1. We are beginning to feel the effects of a car shortage, incident to the heavy 
grain crop. This will increase in the next 3 months and will be serious in some 
sections of the country. , While we have had, during the past several months, a 
very good car supply situation, we think that a large part of this is due to the fact 
that we have a well-organized and efficient field force provided for out of DTA 
funds and carried on the Commission’s payrolls. This force should be retained 
in full if we are to continue to do the satisfactory job during the next year that was 
done this year. In this connection, it should be recalled that the Commission’s 
Bureau of Motor Carriers field force is utilized extensively under a working-fund 
arrangement in carrying on the work of this agency relating to motor transporta- 
tion and that the D'TA, as such, maintains no field force in connection with any of 
its program. We foresee that transportation problems will increase and _ its 
needs accelerate under the impact of the increasing military requirements for 
transportation as the defense production develops its expected momentum. The 
effect of the present steel strike will be damaging to our activities. 

2. We think it is very doubtful that the ICC can absorb any of the DTA work 
within its regular appropriations because of its limited appropriations. For 
example, the conferees report of the independent offices bill gives the ICC $260,535 
less money for 1953 than it had for 1952. 

1 have pointed out thet the Bureau of the Budget reduced our request 25 per- 
cent. That request was made on the assumption that the Bureau, better than we, 
knew what the program for defense should be and Tso frankly stated in appearing 
before them. Ixercising their judgment and knowledge, the reduction was made. 
This has now been further reduced by the House, which at the same time spoke 
with approval of the conduct of our affairs. 

As has been demonstrated by our past record of expenditure and our compara- 
tively modest budget request, we fully recognize the need of saving every possible 
doliar. We feel however that in this case it is recognized that a satisfactory job 
has been done, and after a careful review of our past experience and our present 
needs, we are compelled to ask for a restoration of the cut made by the House, 
which will give us substantially the same amount which we were granted last year. 
We cannot do the same kind of a job we are now doing with less. 

Your favorable action with respect to our needs, in the light of your appraisal 
of our situation, will be greatly appreciated. 

Cordially, 
Homer C. Kina, 
Acting Administrator. 


Mutua Securtry AGENcY 


STATEMENT OF HON. H. ALEXANDER SMITH, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


TOTAL AID PROGRAM 


Chairman McKe.uar. Senator Smith, we will be glad to hear from 
you at this time. 

Senator Smira. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I 
appreciate the privilege of being here. I wanted to appear here for a 
moment to see whether I could reflect your committee the picture 
with respect to the Mutual Security Agency as I see it. In the 
Armed Services Committee we have had people studying the Mutual 
Security Agency situation. 

You will recall that the President put in a budget of $7.9 billion 
which he wanted us to authorize. We studied the request in the 
Foreign Relations Committee for weeks and had long hearings. 

While we were impressed with the arguments given in support of the 
top figure, we decided unanimously in the committee that we could cut 
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$1 billion off that figure, so we recommended $6.9 billion as our figure 
and reported that out. 

Chairman McKetrar. At what page does that appear in the bill? 

Senator Smirx. The matter is divided into different titles, and from 
memory I cannot recall. 

Chairman McKe tar. All right, sir, go ahead. 

Senator SmirH. The House held their hearings and came up with 
an over-all bill providing $6.1 billion. They made much more sub- 
stantial cuts than we had in the Senate. We then went to conference. 
I was one of the conferees. We tried to get together and finally 
decided that the only thing we could do was to meet on a midway 
street, and we divided the difference. We took our figures and their 
figures and met halfway between and arrived at $6.4 billion. That 
is what we reported out to the Senate, as you will remember. 

You will also probably recall that I was opposed on the floor, 
when we first brought out our bill, to any cut larger than $1 billion 
because I felt from my study of the bill and of the adjustments as 
between the different titles in the different areas and the situation in 
the Far East, in which I am profoundly interested, and the Atlantic- 
Lisbon agreement, in which I was deeply interested, that if we cut 
more than $1 billion we would jeopardize this program. 

Be that as it may, we came out in the Senate, as you will remember, 
with $6.4 billion. 

Chairman McKe.iar. Was not that $6.1 billion? 


HOUSE AND SENATE FIGURES 


Senator SmirH. The House figure was $6.1 billion and the figure 
in the Senate was $6.9 billion. Then when we went into conference 
we wound up with $6.4 billion. That was the authorized figure 
which the Senate approved and went to conference on. I under- 
stand that the House committee apparently came pretty close to 
that figure. 

No; I am wrong in that. They cut even that amount. 

Chairman McKee .uar. I believe it was $6,245,000,000. 

Senator Smit. Then the House on the floor reduced that figure to 
practically $6 billion. 

Senator Ferauson. $6,100,000,000. 

Senator Smiru. Anyway, the original figure was cut from $7.9 
billion to about $6 billion. If we should stand by, which I hope we 
can do, our figure of $6.4 billion, with the House committee at $6.2 
billion, we may find ourselves with another cut below the figure which 
we felt in the Senate committee was the minimum and which we 
reported out and finally was passed. 

Now, I am just appearing here to try to give you in a very few 
minutes a picture of the various stages that this item went through 
and of the reluctance many of us had in going as low as the conference 
figure of $6.4 billion. We expected and hoped that our Senate com- 
mittee at least could stand by the authorized amount in the bill on 
the Senate floor which is $6.4 billion and which was agreed to in 
conference. 
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LISBON AGREEMENT 


Now, the House has cut that a little bit. We will have to deal 
with that in conference. If we took the halfway figure we might get 
it up to $6.2 billion or $6.3 billion. That will leave us, first, with 
serious cuts in the Atlantic Pact situation where we are basing our 
estimates on the Lisbon agreements as far as these divisions are con- 
cerned. I do not know how much in the way of divisions that will 
mean as a cut. 

Senator Ferauson. The agreement you refer to was made without 
the consent of Congress. 

Senator Smiru. Of course, that is true. That was the basis of the 
estimates that came back as to what would be needed if they set up 
their 50 divisions. 

Senator Frereuson. If they go to these meetings and agree without 
consultation with Congress, I mean as far as actual legislation is con- 
cerned, I do not see how we can be absolutely bound by that 
agreement. 

Senator Smrru. I think we have to consider that the $7.9 billion 
was based on the Lisbon agreement which contemplated the 50 
divisions which had to be equipped and which we undertook to do. 
We have cut $1 billion off the amount. 

Senator Fercuson. Suppose they do not get the 50 divisions in a 
year. Then we would have longer to equip them. 

Senator Smrrx. That is true. 

Now, the latest figures that I have-—and I think I put them into 
the record on the floor—was that of those 50 divisions 25 divisions 
would be combat ready, that is, actually equipped, by the end of this 
year, December 31, 1952, and that the other 25 divisions would be 
partly equipped but could be completely equipped if we put through 
the authorization we are asking for for fiscal year 1953. 

Senator Fmrcuson. I asked you a question on that vesterday. 

Senator Smirn. Yes; you asked me a question on that. I am sure 
those figures are correct. 


NATIONALIST TROOPS ON FORMOSA 


But what I am disturbed about is this: I heard this morning a very 
outstanding address by John Stennis, for example, of the Armed Ser- 
vices Committee on the vital importance of carrying through this 
program to equip the Nationalist troops on Formosa. This cut will 
cut the heart right out of that program. 

Senator FerGcuson. Of course, we have been trying to equip those 
troops on Formosa for a long time. 

Senator Smirn. I do not want to see the excuse made that the 
authorization or the appropriation was so cut that we cannot go on 
with that program, because they may be the hope in Asia to meet the 
Communist menace there without sending more of our boys over there. 
It is much cheaper to equip a division of Asiatics than it is to equip a 
division of Americans and to send them over there. In the long run 
we will save money. 

Senator Ferauson. We can equip one of the Asiatics for about 
$300 and support him, whereas it takes about $5,000 for an American 
man. 
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Senator Smirx. The estimates made on the Nationalist program 
were based on that very fact. We get much more in that way than we 
get from the same amount of money put into our own divisions. 

» Senator Fercuson. We talk about equipping them, but then we 
come to the point where we will not use them if they are equipped. 
There are at least 35,000 men equipped there now. 

Senator Smirxa. We ought to stand right behind the policy of using 
those people if we get into further trouble in Asia. I am just urging 
that we do not cut down on the amount so that the position will not 
be taken that we cannot equip them. . 

Senator Cuavez. Are we assured that that is going to be the policy? 

Senator Smirn. What is that? 

Senator Cuavez. Are we assured that that will be our policy in 
Formosa? 

Senator Smirx. I am sure that if we elect a Republican administra- 
tion next November that will be the policy. 

Senator Cuavez. I was wondering whether you would get the ap- 
propriations under the same circumstances. The policy might be 
changed, but I am just wondering about the appropriations. 

Senator Smirx. It seems to me that this is a minimum program. 

Senator Cuavez. I thought that should have been the policy a year 
and a half ago. 

Senator Smiru. So did I. 

Senator CHavez. But it was not. Now they want appropriations 
and we are not assured that that is going to be the policy. I do not 
mind appropriating money if that will be the policy, but I hate to 
give them an appropriation and then have them change their ideas. 

Senator SmitH. Weill, you cannot argue with me on that because | 
agree with you 100 percent. 

Senator CHavez. We ought to determine the policy and then we 
ought to be able to give them assistance. 


DELIVERIES TO FORMOSA 


Senator KNowLanp. It is important that the record is clear in 
indicating that there has been a foot-dragging process in the actual 
equipping of the forces on Formosa. We are now in the fiscal year 
1953 and less than 50 percent of the requirements have been delivered. 
Nothing has been delivered out of the 1952 prozram, and it certainly 
has been a discouraging situation to see how many ways cana be 
found to drag the feet whenever it comes to the situatioa of trying 
to equip the forces 01 the is!and of Fermosa. It has been a constant 
situation that has existed for a loag period of time. 

Senator Smite. Well, you kaow well my feelixys on that. I am 
entirely in accord with your comment. It is just most unfortunate. 

All I am pleading for now is that we be careful of what we do now. 
I hope this Appro>riatioas Committee can stand by our authorized 
figure of $6,492,000,000 which seems to us or to me at least to be 
way below what we ought to provide. I stood for $6.9 bilo, and 
in conference we compromised, as we always have to do, and we 
arrived at the figure of $6,492,000,000, which we felt was the lowest 
figure we could agree to. Our Foreign Relatio:is co:ifereace co:1ferees 
were all fully agreed o. that as the lowest possible figure. We went 
to it because we had to deal with the House. The House made the 
slash which seemed to me very dangerous. 
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INSURANCE FUND 


I do not know whether you want me to say anything about any of 
these items as to which I have the figures here, but to show you the 
inaccuracy of some of the reasoning of the House, there is one item 
that I am very familiar with, this insurance fund which has gone along 
now for some years and has done quite a good job. The House slashed 
that from $16,000,000 which both the Senate and the House had 
agreed to before to $6,000,000 on the ground that they did not want 
us to pay more than one-third of the total that was put into that enter- 
prise. As a matter of fact, this $16,000,000 was a 2-year proposition. 
We had not done anything on it last year. They asked for $24,000,000. 
The Senate recommended $20,000,000. We gave them $16,000,000 
in conference, and the House agreed to it. That was about 21 percent 
of the total amount put into this, considering the contributions by 
other United Nations countries and by those countries themselves 
which were benefited. 

So that certainly the formula of $6,600,000 for this year is a failure 
to recognize the contributions that have been made by these countries. 
That was an inaccuracy that I regretted finding there, because what 
they have done was done purely through ignorance of the facts. 


SOUTHEAST ASIA PROGRAM 


Senator KNowLanp. Was not the primary cut made in the House 
with regard to the southeast Asia program which involves primarily 
India? 

Senator Smmu. I think it involved primarily the Indian program. 


If I have my figures correctly, the House committee cut the Senate 
figure of $118,000,000 to $67,000,000, which simply means that India 
will be cut down to way below what they need. 

Senator KNowLanp. Of course, as I understand it, part of the 
reasoning in the House was that we do have limited resources, which 
we all know. We cannot spread ourselves too thin, and despite the 
desire to be of some help in the great problems that India has, the 
unfortunate fact is that in the United Nations in this whole Korean 
situation India has not supplied a single soldier, sailor, or airman in 
the resistance of the aggression in Korea. India at every opportunity 
in voting in the United Nations has voted, I think, 75 or 80 percent 
of the time with the Communist world. 

India was one of the leaders in the recognition of the Communist 
regime which did as much as anything else to upset the equilibrium 
in the Far East. And in the recent action by General Clark, India, 
along with the members of the late British Labor Government, were 
the first to be critical, even though they, unlike the British, have not 
supplied a single soldier, sailor, or airman toward the resistance of the 
aggression in Korea. 

Purhare on that basis the House may have felt that since we have 
limited resources we should put them to the aid of the people who are 
at least willing to stand up and be counted. 


AID TO INDIA 


Senator Smiru. I agree with what the Senator has said about 
this attitude. I am one of those who feels that the Indians are in a 
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very difficult situation. One of the problems of India, of course, is 
the starvation problem and the lack of ability to work out their own 
agricultural problem. I was interested in the Indian fund not from 
the standpoint so much of the relief of famine, which I supported last 
year, as from the standpoint of trying to help them get a program to 
work which would make themselves self-sustaining over the course of 
a period of time. They had a program which called for a self- 
sustaining result in about 4 years. I did favor a contribution toward 
their efforts in trying to become self-sustaining. I thought the figure 
we arrived at in these discussions where we got about $77,000,000 
out of an original request of $115,000,000 was a fair reduction from 
the original goal. I think that to cut down more would be a solar 
plexus blow, in a way, to India, and what we are trying to do there 
in encouraging those people who cannot take care of themselves to 
arrive at the point where they can take care of themselves and get 
away from this continuous famine business. 

I think the Indian people have a famine psychology. Frankly, 1 
have talked this matter over with the Indian Ambassador, and I tried 
to see whether we could not arrive at some way in which we could 
express our eagerness to help them. 

Maybe I am naive on the subject, but I would not be inclined to say 
that we will not give them anything because they have not played 
ball with us in connection with these other matters. 

Senator KNowLaNpb. I am not suggesting that; but I do think that 
when we have limited resources, when our planes are being out- 
numbered in Korea, as they are, 4 to 1, because we do not have 
sufficient jet planes, that we do have the right, in reviewing our over- 
all resources, to decide where we are going to put them, and to say 
that we are going to place them primarily with those nations who are 
willing to stand up and be counted in this struggle which the free 
world is engaged in against the totalitarian world. 

And if we give just as much to these people who want to sit on the 
sidelines and wait and see whether communism is victorious or the 
free world is victorious, we will spend outselves into bankruptcy, and 
when the chips are down, why, they won't be there to be our assistants. 

Chairman McKe.uar. Senator, let me ask you a question: You 
know with what great respect I hold your views. 

Senator Smiru. That is entirely reciprocated, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McKeuuar. I am a great admirer of yours. 

Senator Smiru. Thank you, sir. 


EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 


Chairman McKettar. I am just wondering whether we have any 
constitutional authority whatsoever to educate the people in India? 

Senator Smiru. I do not know, sir. 

Chairman McKe.uar. There is not a word of that in the Constitu- 
tion. 

Senator Smiru. That is not contemplated in this program. This 
program, as I understand it, simply contemplates giving them some 
technical aid to improve their agriculture. 

Chairman McKeuuar. That is education. : 

Senator Smiru. It is education in that sense. You see, we are 
ahead in agricultural methods, we are ahead in production per acre, 
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we are ahead in fertilization, and we are ahead in those things which 
make for modern civilization. Those poor, seething masses there 
never had a chance, they have never had the opportunity to emerge. 

It is just a point of view, Mr. Chairman. I am just stating the 
views of one person who is thinking in terms of a better world by 
trying to extend this kind of aid. 

Chairman McKeuzar. I am a great believer in education. 

Senator Smira. This applies, of course, to Formosa, in which 
Senator Knowland and | are very much interested, because we have 
had an educational program there now for the last 3 or 4 vears, which 
has resulted in rehabilitation there to the point where that island, 
which was dependent on outsiders for its own sustenance, today under 
the leadership of our rural rehabilitation operation there, they have 
raised their production so that they are able to export rice to Japan 
this year. 

In a sense, they have been dependent on us and we have been 
backing them up. That is an illustration of what can be done by 
working with these native people. 


UNITED STATES BUDGET DEFICIT 


Chairman McKer.uiar. Well, we were $4,000,000,000 in the hole 
as of July 1. We lacked $4,000,000,000 on July 1 of balancing our 
budget. 

Senator SmirH. Well, I am very much conerned by that estimate. 
I had it figured at $20,000,000,000 less the approximately $5,000,000,- 
000 that we took off the military, so that I thought that we were 
about $15,000,000,000 in the hole. 

Senator Fereuson. The chairman is referring to next year. 

Chairman McKetuuar. For this year we are already $4,000,000,000 
in the hole as of the Ist of July. 

Senator Smitu. That is a figure I am not familiar with. I am 
greatly distressed over the deficit, just as you are, and I am for cutting 
these things as faraswecan. But I am thinking of spending our dol- 
lars in order to build up these foreign divisions and keeping our boys 
from going over there. 

Speaking of the Atlantic Pact area and the far eastern area, training 
divisions to do the defense work there will cost less per division if we 
use the natives than if we use our own boys. 

Senator KNow.Lanp. That is true, but you are not going to get 
any divisions out of India. 

Senator Smirx. That is right. 

Senator KNow.aNp. Because they are going to sit on the fence until 
they see what happens. 


PREVENTION OF FAMINES IN INDIA 


Senator Smita. The Indian problem is the problem of trying to 
get that country off of our backs so far as their annual famines are 
concerned. 

Senator Ferguson. Would the Senator assume then that they are 
on our backs, and that there is nothing we can do but to take them 
out of the famine realm? Are we going to be able to do that? 
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Senator Smiru. I know that last year we provided the emergency 
famine relief fund of $190,000,000. I stated then that we could not 
go on doing that indefinitely, and that we should try to place them in 
the position of raising their own foodstuffs, so that is why I have 
favored this plan. 

Senator Fercuson. Do you think now that the burden has been 
placed on the United States? 

Senator Smiru. No; I do not think so. 

Senator Fareuson. Do you think the burden has been placed on 
us, seeing that they are no longer in a famine status? Is that the 
place we now find ourselves in? 

Senator Samira. No. 

Senator Fercuson. Of course, it is a very difficult thing to prove, 
but if Britain had not been in India, India would now be self-support- 
ing, and now would have plenty of food. 

Senator Smiru. I think that is very doubtful. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to take too much of your time. 

Chairman McKetuar. Allright. Weare very much obliged to you. 

Senator Smirn. I appreciate the courtesy you have extended. [| 
have wanted to express the thinking of our committee on this subject. 
I thank you all very much for your kindness in letting me appear here. 

Chairman McKe.tuar. All right; we are glad to have had you here. 


GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


AwarRps BY Moror Carrier CiLaims COMMISSION 


STATEMENT OF FRANK H. WEITZEL, ASSISTANT TO THE COMP- 
TROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES; W. L. ELLIS, CHIEF 
OF INVESTIGATIONS, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE; AND 
HYMEN LIEBBMAN, INVESTIGATOR, GENERAL ACCOUNTING 


OFFICE 
CLAIMS, AUDITED CLAIMS, AND JUDGMENTS 


Chairman McKetiar. All right, Mr. Weitzel, we will be glad to 
hear from you. 

Mr. Werrze,. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: 
We are glad to be here at your invitation to discuss with you Mr. 
Warren’s letter of June 30, 1952, to the chairman on certain awards 
by the Motor Carrier Claims Commission. 

These awards are included at page 43 of the subcommittee print 
under the title of “Claims, Audited Claims, and Judgments’’. They 
were included in Senate Document 144 which involved $5,621,462 as 
damages for the temporary seizure of certain carriers involved in a 
World War II labor dispute. The awards were made by the Motor 
Carrier Claims Commission under the act of July 2, 1948. 

We would like to bring to the attention of the committee certain 
circumstances surrounding those awards, in order that the committee 
may decide whether it is appropriate for an appropriation to be in- 
cluded in this bill to pay those awards. 

I understand that Senator Kilgore and Senator Cordon have been 
interested in the past, judging from the transcript of prior hearings 
of your committee, in this matter. 
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There was a serious difference of opinion in the Motor Carrier 
Claims Commission, and a dissenting opinion was filed by one of the 
members in each case. 


DISSENTING OPINION 


Senator Frraeuson. What member of the Commission filed that 
dissenting opinion? 

Mr. Werrzev.. Randolph Carpenter, a former Member of Congress. 
His dissenting opinion was based on the grounds, first, that there was 
no actual use on the part of the Government of the property on 
account of which the awards were made; that with the exception of 
some eight or nine cases, there was only a technical seizure of the 
property; and that the measure of damages adopted was unreasonable 
and not supported in law and resulted in an unjust enrichment to the 
carriers, amounting to several times their profits for the corresponding 
prior period. 

Senator Frerauson. Just like in the case of the railroads. 


UNFORTUNATE PRECEDENT 


Mr. Werrze.. We are concerned greatly, sir, lest the appropria- 
tion in this case be a most unfortunate precedent in the event claims 
for railroad seizures or for the steel plant seizures should be presented. 

Senator Toys. What percent of the Board dissented? 

Mr. Werrze.. I believe it was one-third of the Board, it being a 
three-man board. 

Senator THyrn. One man dissented and two were in favor? 

Mr. Werrze.. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Frrauson. Do I understand then that if we had not 
passed the law forming the Commission, these people would have had 
a claim before the Court of Claims? 

Mr. Weirzeu. They did in at least one case that I know of, present 
a case to the Court of Claims. 

Senator Ferauson. What happened? 

Mr. Extis. If I may answer, the Court of Claims held in favor of 
the claimant, but for a very much lower measure of damages than the 
one now being allowed. 

Senator Fmrauson. Why did they not all then go to the Court of 
Claims? 

Mr. Exuts. In the meantime, Congress passed the act a year after 
this case had gone to the Court of Claims. 

Senator Fereuson. I am wondering why we did not let them go to 
the Court of Claims and why we set up a new Court of Claims, in 
effect? 

‘Senator Cuavez. That was as the result of the unanimous consent 
calendar. 

Mr. Weirze.. Senator, I think it was because of the large number of 
claims. 

Senator Ferguson. I think sometimes that we ought to abolish 
this unanimous consent calendar. 
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TOTAL CLAIMS INVOLVED 


Mr. Exuis. There were only 103 companies involved. 

Mr. Werrzri. There were claims presented to the Congress and 
claims also presented to the Court of Claims, and in an effort to clean 
up this particular area of claims, this Commission was set up and 
given the authority to determine the claims presented to it, but with- 
out prejudice to the rights of the claimants to present their claims in 
another forum. 

THE WHEELOCK CASE 


In the Wheelock case, which Mr. Ellis discussed, the claimant had 
also filed with the Motor Carrier Claims Commission, and when the 
case got to the Supreme Court the Supreme Court reversed the judg- 
ment of the Court of Claims, on the jurisdictional question, stating 
that since the case had been presented to the Motor Carrier Claims 
Commission, the Court of Claims should not have rendered a judgment. 

As I understand it, they did not pass on the question of the measure 
of damages, which, in the circumstances of this case, was a most liberal 
measure of damages, consisting of the rental values of the vehicles in 
use during the period of technical seizure by the Government, rather 
than any question of loss by the carriers, because of the fact of the 
Government seizure. 


RULE ON MEASURE OF DAMAGES 


Senator Frercuson. Will you give me the measure of damages? 
I would like to know the rule for the measure of damages. 

Mr. Exuis. Here is the rule that was adopted by the Commission 
and which was later protested by the Justice Department, and which, 
we call to attention, is much more liberal than the rule which the 
court allowed. 

The rule is to allow the rental value of all of the equipment for the 
12 or 15 months of the Government’s technical occupation and 
seizure—not the rental value of the whole, going company—but 
taking each truck, each item by item, and assuming that that truck 
could be rented and run for 500 miles a day at so much per mile, and 
that a small car could be run for so much a day, as an individual item. 


RESULT OF RULE 


The result of that rule is this: It is quite startling. 
Senator Kilgore may recall last year raising this question: 


On the rental value of the motor vehicles, is the cost of vehicles taken into con- 
sideration? ‘The reason I am asking that is that we found during the war that 
rentals sometimes, in fact in a number of cases, we got paid more than three times 
the new price value of the vehicle that we were still paying rental on. I am 
wondering if any of that type of claim comes up before you? 


That was in the hearings of a year ago. Nobody answered the 
question. Now we have the answer. 

If this amount is now paid, here are a few samples of what has 
happened: 
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DAMAGE IN SEIZURE 


The Merchants’ Motor Trading Co., with total assets of $301,000 
at the time of the taking, with $175,000 of that amount being the 
book value of their equipment, is being allowed $363,000. 

Senator Ferauson. For how long a seizure? 

Mr. Exits. Twelve to fifteen months. There was a little variation. 

Senator Ferauson. In 12 to 15 months they are getting the total 
value of their assets? 

Mr. Eu.is. In several cases, more than the value of the whole 
company. 

In other cases it is different. I am not saying that they are all 
like that, but in a number of cases, that is the situation. 


UNION TRANSFER CO. 


The Union Transfer Co. had total assets of $414,000 and a book 
value of their operating property was $286,000. They are being 
allowed $441,000. 

Now, let us compare those figures with the profits. 

The Leeway Co., for example, during the 4 years before the seizure 
took place——— 

TECHNICAL SEIZURE 


Chairman McKetiar. What do you mean by a technical seizure? 

Mr. Exuis. As was done recently in the case of the railroads, the 
Government technically took over legal possession and put a sign on 
each company’s office stating ““This is now United States property.” 
There was appointed a Director of Transportation. 

Now, in all but eight of these cases that is all that happened. The 
companies went on just as before. They kept their income. Some of 
them suffered a few losses. In 8 of the cases there was a little 
more active management by the Government, but in 95 of them the 
Government did nothing more than going through the formality of 
putting a sign up and saying “You are now Government.” 

Chairman McKg.iar. Are we now paying claims to the railroads 
for that kind of technical seizure? 

Mr. Exuts. I have not heard of any such claim as yet. I am afraid 
that if this is now approved by the Congress it will be a most damaging 
precedent and it will be difficult to avoid such a claim in the future. 

Senator O’Manonry. How can there be such a precedent when the 
claims are established under a special act of Congress? 

Mr. Exuis. The answer is that the act very carefully says that the 
measure of damages shall be according to the law. 





3 QUESTION OF PRECEDENT 


Senator O’Manoney. I am not talking about the damages. Your 
p letter has reference to the act that was approved on July 2, 1948, 
entitled “An act to create a commission to hear and determine the 
5 claims of certain motor carriers.”” Therefore, apparently, in 1948, 
the Congress created by special law, a special commission to handle 

a particular kind of claim. Therefore, it would seem to me that 

your statement that the allowance of the claim—and this is only a 


> oy 
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technical issue—that it could not possibly establish any precedent for 
any other claim unless Congress were to pass a similar law. 

Now, this bill came out of the Judiciary Committee. We ought 
to have a copy of the report of the committee if it were filed. 

Chairman McKe.tuar. Mr. Clerk, can you get a copy of that law? 

Mr. Exxis. We only suggest that it would be a most strong moral 
precedent. The effect of it is up to you gentlemen and your judgment. 
In fact, our whole presentation on this thing is to call to the attention 
of the committee what is happening. 

Senator Rorertson. You were going to tell us about the profits 
of that company which is going to get $440,000, which is more than 
their profit was. 

THE LFEWAY CO. 


Mr. Exuis. Here is a good example: 

The Leeway Co. made $58,000 a year on the average for 4 years 
before they were taken over. During the vear and 3 months they 
made $90,000, which they are keeping. The Commissioner is now 
giving them another $59,000. 

Senator Frrevson. You mean that they made a profit? 

Mr. Ettts. Yes, sir. 

Senator Taye. May I have this question answered? Did they 
add any equipment to their fleet in the time that it was under the 
technical seizure by the Government? 

Mr. Exuts. No; I think not. 

Senator Toye. Are you thinking or are you certain? 

Mr. Lresman. If they did, it would be included in the operating 
expenses. 

Mr. Euuis. I have read a number of these cases through, and 
nothing is mentioned of that character, so I cannot say definitely. 
But, if that were true, it would be charged as an expense and would 
show up as a reduction of the profit. 

Senator Tuyr. However, when you take the valuation of the prop- 
erty at the time of seizure, or at the time of release, if they added any 
additional equipment during the time of seizure, that would increase 
the value of the property and the earning capacity of the company? 
You would have to give me the figures as to what the property was at 
the time the seizure was lifted, before I would have an answer to my 
question as to whether they had added to their fleet, and as to whether 
they had added to their earning powers during the period of time that 
the company was under Government seizure. 

For example, if they added five trucks, and those trucks were earn- 
ing during the period of time, that would not only increase their earn- 
ing capacity but would increase the assets of the organization during 
the time that the company was in the hands of the Government. 

Mr. Exuis. I read their brief in connection with the certiorari, and 
they did not, so far as I recall, make the assertion that they had added 
anything during 1944 and 1945 when no trucks, as I understand it, 
were available. 

Senator Rosertson. When was this claim for $5,621,000 sent up 
to us? 

Mr. Werrzev. On June 10. 

Senator Rospertrson. And we now have 30 minutes, 2 days before 
we adjourn sine die to consider it. 
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Mr. Chairman, I do not feel that there is an urgency on us to act on 
this thing without further investigation. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Your argument is to withhold this $5,621,000? 

Mr. Extts. That is right, sir. 


QUESTION OF POSTPONEMENT 


Chairman McKe.uiar. Let me ask this: What would be the injury 
to anybody if this item were to go over until the Ist of January? You 
bring it in here 2 days before our adjournment. Why cannot this go 
over to next January, where we can understand it, and where the 
evidence can be brought in here from both sides? 

Mr. Exits. There is a serious question there. There is interest 
accruing at about $750 a day because this is just a compensation case. 

Senator Fercuson. As a matter of fact I] understand that they are 
advising that we not pay it. They are not coming in for the claims. 
They are trying to help us. 

Mr. Werrze.. Mr. Chairman, we would like to see adequate time 
devoted to a study of this question. We agree with you. 

Chairman McKeruiar. Then you want this amount withheld for 
the time being? 

INTEREST COST 


Mr. Weirzev. Yes, sir. We would like to point out to the members 
of the committee, that this is costing the Government interest at the 
rate of $750 a day. 

If Senator O’Mahoney will permit, may I say that the Judiciary 
Committee did not make any statement when it reported this bill out 
to the Senate, but the House Judiciary Committee 

Senator O’Manonry. The Judiciary Committee did not file a 
report? 

Mr. Werrzet. It filed a report simply recommending that the bill 
be reported favorably with an amendment in the nature of a substi- 
tute. It did not make any other comment. 

But the House Judiciary Committee said: 

Two questions are presented. First, was there a ‘‘taking” of the properties in 
the legal sense requiring payment of just compensation to the owners under the 


fifth amendment to the Constitution? Second, if there was a ‘‘taking,’”’ what is the 
proper measure of damages? 


Senator Ronurtson. Let me interrupt, because our time is limited. 
RECOMMENDATION 


You recommend that we do not allow this? Is that what you are 
recommending? 

Mr. Werrzev. Mr. Chairman, if the committee so determines—— 

Chairman McKe.uar. Wait 1 minute. The Senator has asked 
you a question that you can answer yes or no. 

Senator Ronertrson. Do you think we should pay the amount now 
or do you not? 

Mr. Weirze.. Senator, we recommend that you not appropriate 
the money now provided the committee is willing to take the calcu- 
lated risk of having to pay interest later for not appropriating the 
money now. We think it is a risk that is worth taking. 
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Chairman McKeuuar. Well, I think we understand the situation, 
sir. 

Senator TuHyr. May I ask this question, Mr. Chairman? Have 
some of the companies whose equipment was seized received settle- 
ment in full? 

Mr. Exits. There was one group of cases where the Government 
did come in and take over. That was true in the case of eight of these 
companies. 

One of those eight companies has been paid. After the Government 
attempted to get the Supreme Court to hear the case and the Supreme 
Court denied certiorari and refused to listen to the case, that one case 
was paid. 

Senator Tuyr. Just one case? 

Mr. Exuts. Yes, sir. 

Senator Turn. And all of the other cases that were under seizure 
have not been so paid? 

Mr. Exuis. That is right, sir. 

Senator Tuyz. I think they have a claim against the Government. 

Mr. Exits. We think so. It is just a matter of the measure of 
damages. 

QUESTION OF APPEAL 


Senator Frreuson. I would like to ask this question: Is there any 
appeal from this Board to any court? 

Senator O’Manonry. There is an appeal to the Supreme Court. 

Mr. Chairman, may I read the law? 

Chairman McKetuuar. Very well. 

Senator O’Manoney. I was directed to this by the letter of Mr. 


Warren. 
Section 10 of the act of July 2, 1948, reads as follows: 


In each claim, after the proceedings have been filed, and have been finally 
concluded, the Commission shall promptly submit its report to the Congress. 
The report to the Congress shall contain (1) the final determination of the Com- 
mission, (2) a transcript of the proceedings or judgment upon review, if any, with 
ithe instructions of the Supreme Court, and (3) a statement about how each 
Commissioner voted upon the final determination of the claim. 


Section 11 of the law states: 


When the report of the Commission determining any claimant to be entitled 
to recovery has been filed with the Congress, such report shall have the effect of 
and be paid in the same manner as is provided for a final judgment of the Court 
of Claims. The payment of any claim after its determination in accordance with 
this act shall be a full discharge by the United States of all claims and demands 
touching any of the matters involved in the controversy— 


and so forth. 

Senator Ferauson. Senator, may I ask this question? What about 
an appeal? 

Senator O’Manoney. The appeal is only to the Supreme Court. 

Senator Corpon. By whom? Can the Government appeal from 
the ruling of its own Commission or not? 

Senator O’Manoney. Section 9 (a) of the law states: 

When the final determination of the Commission has been filed with the clerk 
of said Commission, the clerk shall give notice of the filing of such determination 
to the parties to the proceeding in manner and form as directed by the Commis- 
sion. Such determination shall be subject to review in the same manner as is pro- 


vided for cases in the Court of Claims, upon application to the Supreme Court 
within 3 months from the date of the filing of such determination with the clerk. 
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Senator Fereuson. All right. What is the date of the filing? 

Mr. Exuts. Most of them were in May, the 15th of May. 

Senator Corpon. What did the Department of Justice do on appeal? 

Mr. Exuis. After the Supreme Court denied certiorari in the one 
case, the Government stipulated its case in each one of these,%and 
filed an agreed stipulation along with the counsel for the motor agency 

Senator Corpon. What agency of the Government? 

Mr. Exuis. The Department of Justice. 

Senator Ferauson. The Department of Justice has filed stipula- 
tions which you feel has cut off their right of appeal? 

Mr. Exuuis. I am not saying that. It might have done so. 

Senator Ferauson. What authority has anybody in the Depart- 
ment of Justice to do that? 

Mr. Euxis. That is called to attention by the dissenting member 
of the Commission, who strongly objects on the basis that there was 
not any such authority. 

Chairman McKe tar. I do not think that there. is any basis for 
the claimants at all, except in the one case that you spoke of—I 
do not think that there is any basis for the claims otherwise at all. 
The idea of the Government paying tremendous damages for technical 
claims, simply because the Government put up a sign on the office 
doors is difficult to understand. They do not have a right to the 
taxpayers’ money. 

INTEREST RATE 


Senator SattronstaLu. What is the rate of interest? 

Mr. Exuis. It is 4 percent. 

Chairman McKe tar. All right, sir. We are glad to have had 
you before us. 

Mr. Werrzev. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Ropertson. You say that the time is not up for appeal? 

Mr. Werrzex. Not if one can be had, under the stipulation. 

Senator Ropertson. Do you think that none can be had under the 
stipulation? 

Mr. Wertzet. We do not know. It will take time to consider that. 

Senator Roperrson. We had better find a way to do that. 

Mr. Exuis. Could not the Judiciary Committee consider this? 
They have all of the reports. 

Senator Ferauson. When did this come before the Judiciary 
Committee? 

Mr. Weirze.. The report was made just after the awards were 
made. It was reported to the Congress and referred to the Judiciary 
Committee. 

Mr. Exvuis. That was done on May 23. 

Senator Frerauson. I have not heard of it in the committee. That 
is the reason why I wondered. 

Mr. Werrzer. We think there is a little more here than the require- 
ment for a Court of Claims judgment which only has to be certified 
to the Congress. With the report of the Commission, possibly the 
committee could examine into the basis of the awards before making 
an appropriation. 

Senator Fereuson. I think, Mr. Chairman, we ought to have a 
Department of Justice representative here. 
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Senator ELLENDER. Suppose the chairman writes a letter directing 
that that be done? 

Senator Ferguson. We can have a letter written, directing them 
to notify us. 

Chairman McKeuuar. All right. Thank you, gentlemen. 

(The letter from the Comptroller General follows: ) 


ComMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, June 30, 1982. 
Hon. KennNeEtTH McKeEeuuar, 
Chairman, Commitlee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 

My Dear Mr. CuarrmMan: This Office has received advice from the Treasury 
Department that 61 awards, aggregating $5,621,462.75, as damages for the tem- 
porary seizure of certain carriers involved in a World War II labor dispute, were 
made by the Motor Carrier Claims Commission under authority given that 
Commission by the act of July 2, 1948 (62 Stat. 1222, 49 U.S. C. 305). On June 
10, 1952, the President of the United States transmitted to the President of the 
Senate a proposed supplemental appropriation to pay the awards in question. 
This communication, as shown by Senate Document 144, was referred to your 
committee for consideration. 

The files relating to the above awards, which were made available to this 
Office by the Treasury Department, reveal a serious difference of opinion as to 
the correctness of these awards, including a charge by the dissenting member of 
the three-man Commission (1) that there was no actual use on the part of the 
Government of the property on account of which the awards were made, (2) that 
the measure of damages adopted is unreasonable, not supported in law, and 
results in unjust enrichment to the carriers amounting to several times over their 
profits for the corresponding prior period, and (3) that most of the cases were not 
settled by the Commission itself but were compromised by the Government’s 
attorneys. The dissenting commissioner’s opinions are included in the Com- 
mission’s ‘‘final determinations”? with respect to each of the awards involved. 

It is understood that copies of such determinations were submitted by the 
Commission with each of its reports to the Congress, which it is required to 
make under section 10 of the act of July 2, 1948. Copies of these reports, I am 
advised, are referred to the Judiciary Committees of both Houses of Congress. 

Your urgent consideration of these factors is especially recommended because 
(with the exception of one case in which, on the facts, the objections stated were 
not present, and which has now been paid) no effort appears to have been made 
to seek review of the awards in the courts. I feel it my duty to call to your 
attention that the confirmation by Congress of these settlements, through enact- 
ment of the appropriation requested, may stand as a most unfortunate and 
damaging precedent for similar claims which may be filed by the railroads and 
the steel mills, whose properties were similarly seized and have very recently 
been returned. 

The General Accounting Office would appreciate an opportunity to be heard 
on the question of the appropriate procedure for the settlement of the matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
LINDSAY WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Muiurrary Pusiic Works 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM C. FOSTER, DEPUTY SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE; HON. THOMAS FINLETTER, SECRETARY OF THE 
AIR FORCE; HON. EDWIN HUGGINS, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
THE AIR FORCE; HON. KARL BENDETSON, UNDER SECRETARY 
OF THE ARMY; HON. DAN KIMBALL, SECRETARY OF THE NAVY; 
AND MAJ. GEN, P. W. TIMBERLAKE, UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 


FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC CONSTRUCTION 


Chairman McKetiar. We come now to the item ‘Military public 
works” appropriation. 

I will ask that there be inserted in the record at this point the 
justifications submitted by the Office of the Secretary of Defense and 
by the Department of the Army. 

(The documents referred to are as follow:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
(P 17, line 7 of H. R. 8370 as reported to House, June 26, 1952) 


1952 appropriation--__--_-- Lea i eee bie $1, 048, 363, 700 
1953 estimate (adjusted by House committee) ___ _- e 654, 090, 000 
House committee __ _- PS .. Sere Gee od ee eee 600, 090, 000 
House floor or cite tities Bass 600, 090, 000 


(House hearings, pp. 1-381) 


The Department of the Army requests the following amendment: 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Page 17, line 7: Strike out ‘‘$600,090,000” and insert in lieu thereof 
**$654,090,000"’, an increase of $54,000,000 over the House-approved amount. 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


To make possible the obligation of funds required for construction, installation, 
and equipment of temporary or permanent public works, military installations, 
and facilities for the Army. 

JUSTIFICATION 


The amount of $654,090,000 justified before the Armed Services Subcommittee 
of the Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, represented only 
that amount needed now for military construction. It did not reflect require- 
ments for the long-range need for replacement or temporary facilities. 

If the committee feels that a reduction is justified, it is urgently requested that 
the Department of the Army be allowed freedom of action in the application of 
such reduction and that it not be limited in the manner outlined by the House 
Appropriations Committee, inasmuch as it is believed that their recommendations 
were based on a misunderstanding of the facts. 

The record will indicate that there are currently 296,798 unoccupied spaces 
in usable barracks. However, these are not permanent Army barracks as indi- 
cated in the committee report. In fact, there are no empty permanent barracks 
at ‘active-duty stations. The additional permanent barracks requested are 
urgently required to alleviate the current shortage of permanent structures and 
at the same time will provide a token amount of housing to narrow the wide gap 
cae that which can be built and that which is required in the first few months 
of war. 
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Operational and administrative facilities are mentioned as a second possible 
area of reduction. It should be pointed out that more than two-thirds of such 
construction is for operational rather than administrative facilities and will be 
an area least able to stand a reduction. 

Research bases will not be permitted to build up expensive living quarters with 
‘“‘plush” features. The committee may be assured that construction at such 
installations will receive the same scrutiny and supervision as all other installa- 
tions in the Department of the Army program and will comply with standards in 
conformance with an austerity program of military construction. 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
Miuitary Construction, ForEIGN COUNTRIES 
(P. 16 after line 19 of H. R. 8370 as reported to House, June 26, 1952) 


1952°appropriation ____ Paes be PS Se NE RA ANT 0 
1953 estimate (adjusted by House committee)___._.__---------- _ $147, 200, 000 
House committee- 0 
SN PUNE oF 8 «ds. Siicriuats ochie s64-< aiden ah vee eh teen 0 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Page 16, after line 19: Insert the following: 


“OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
“MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, FOREIGN COUNTRIES 


“For establishment and development of military installations and facilities in 
foreign countries as authorized by the Act of _.......----_--- , 140,000,000, to 
remain available until expended.”’ 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


To make funds available to the Department of Defense to finance multilateral 
agreements under the Act of ______-._-__-__- 1952. 


JUSTIFICATION 


In the original request for authorizing legislation for the fiscal year 1953 military 
public-works program the Department of Defense had assembled into a single 
title those items in oversea areas which involved either bilateral or multilateral 
agreements with foreign nations. In its action upon this bill the House Armed 
Services Committee deleted this title and distributed to the service titles those 
projects which were subject to bilateral agreements. No provision, however, 
was made to take care of the multilaterally financed construction required in 
support of our NATO commitments. The Armed Service Committee of the Senate 
has reinserted in the authorization bill the necessary language to cover such multi- 
lateral contributions, and it is requested that this committee take the necessary 
action to provide the required funds in the appropriation bill. 

The provision of infrastructure—the term used in NATO to describe military 
construction in support of operational plans—has been programed by SHAPE 
on a calendar-year basis. These annual programs are known as “slices.”” To 
date, three slices have been agreed upon. The first slice, in which the United 
States did not initially participate, was agreed to in 1950 by the members of the 
Brussels Pact. This first slice provided for the financing of 30 airfields, certain 
signal communication facilities, and war headquarters. These facilities are 
located in France and the Benelux countries. The first slice also embraced five 
airfields in French and British zones of Germany, the cost of which was met 
through the occupation budgets of France and the United Kingdom. That 
program is virtually completed and the finishing touches of construction will be 
realized in the next few months. 

The Brussels program was designed to provide stand-by facilities for use only 
in the event of hostilities. The airfields were little more than airstrips designed 
for propeller-driven aircraft. The North Atlantic Treaty, however, is activating 
its forces in time of peace. Therefore, it was and is imperative that NATO 
proceed to finance additional operational and logistic support facilities for peace- 
time occupancy, including facilities for jet aircraft. NATO has taken over the 
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Brussels first slice and gone forward with two additional programs to provide 
facilities for the forces now being created. 

The precise need for facilities for the NATO forces is made clear when the 
following factors are considered: First. Existing airfields are inadequate in num- 
ber, standards, and location. There are only a few World War II fields available 
and they are not capable of handling modern jet aircraft. They are located 
forward of the planned deployment of land forces and must be augmented by 
fields west of the Rhine. The new fields will create depth—fundamental to our 
military effectiveness. 

Second. There is a communications void in Northeastern France—a crucial 
area for the command and control of ground and air units. 

Against this background NATO has programed airfields, com munications, and 
war headquarters. These are common-use facilities. They are part of the re- 
quired infrastructure. 

The common-use requirements are developed by the NATO Supreme Allied 
Commanders. They are rigorously screened by the higher military authority 
of NATO (the Standing Group and the Military Committee), and then again 
by the North Atlantic Council. 

The United States has shared in the cost of the first, second, and third infra- 
structure slices. I have already referred to the first slice agreement at Brussels. 
The second slice agreement covering the 151 program was reached last fall in 
Ottawa and provided for the improvement of 10 existing airfields and the con- 
struction of 11 new tactical airfields. The second slice also covered seven addi- 
tional airfield projects in the French and British zones of Germany, the cost of 
which is being met through the occupation budgets of France and the United 
Kingdom. The program also included the financing of a series of signal com- 
munications links required for the effective operation of the central land forces 
under the Supreme Headquarters in Europe. It wes agreed at Ottawa that the 
host nation would provide land and existing utilities free of charge. As a corollary 
of possible interest, it may be noted that the United States Government has 
negotiated successfully with its treaty partners for the exemption from payment 
of taxes in respect to the construction covered by United States contributions 
to that and further programs. 

At the meeting of the North Atlantie Council in Lisbon in February, a third 
slice of infrastructure was finalized, bringing the cumulative estimated total 
cost of the programs agreed to date for common-use facilities to $740 million, 
of which the United States is committed to pay $290 million, or about 39 percent 
(38.9 percent). The Lisbon agreement provides for the building of 55 new 
tactical airfields and the improvement of 27 which were started under previous 

rograms, creating new communication facilities, especially in the Northern and 
Southern European areas, and furthering the work on war headquarters. The 
third slice agreement also covers 25 new airfields and 10 extensions of existing 
airfields in Germany. 

The total commitment of the United States against infrastructure is $288 
million. Under the authority of section 521 of the Mutual Security Act of 1951, 
funds in the amount of $168 million have been applied against this commitment. 
The unfunded balance of this commitment for which appropriations are required 
is, therefore, $120 million. Because NATO operates on a calendar-year basis 
as opposed to our fiscal-year basis, it will be necessary for our Government to 
enter into negotiations for a fourth slice of the infrastructure program prior to 
the consideration of the fiscal year 1954 budget by the Congress. It has been 
conservatively estimated that our requirements for funds against this fourth 
slice prior to action on the fiscal year 1954 budget will be $20 million. It is 
therefore requested that this committee include in the appropriation bill funds 
in the amount of $140 million to be available to the Secretary of Defense for con- 
tribution to the multilateral funds supporting the NATO infrastructure program. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Chairman McKettar. All right, gentlemen, will you proceed. 

Mr. Foster. Mr. Chairman, we are requesting funds for public 
works for the Department of Defense. I have a statement which I 
will present for the record, if I may. 

Chairman McKetuar. Very well, it will be included in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 
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STATEMENT OF Hon. Wittiam C. Foster, Deputy SEcRETARY OF DEFENSE 


In the original request for authorizing legislation for the fiscal veer 1953 military 
public-works program the Department of Defense had assembled into a single 
title those items in oversea, ereas which involved cither bilateral or multilateral 
agreements with foreign nations. The House Armed Services Committee deleted 
this title and distributed to the service titles those projects which were subject 
to bilateral agreements. No provision, however, was made to take care of the 
multilaterally fino eed construction required in support of our NATO commit- 
ments. The Armed Services Committee of the Senate hes been asked to reinsert 
in the authorization bill the language necessary to cover United States participa- 
tion in creating facilities for NATO forces. This committee is now asked to 
provide the required funds. 

The provision of infrastructure—the term used in NATO to describe military 
construction in support of operational plans—has been programed by SHAPE on 
a calendar-year basis. These annual programs are known as “‘slices.” To date, 
three slices have been agreed upon. The first slice, in which the United States 
did not initially participate was agreed to in 1950 by the members of the Brussels 
Pact. This first slice provided for the financing of airfields, and certain signal 
communication facilities and military headquarters located in France and the 
Benelux countries. The first slice also embraced five airfields in French and 
British zones of Germany, the cost of which was met through the occupation 
budgets of France and the United Kingdom. That program is virtually com- 
pleted and this construction will be finished in the next few months. 

The Brussels program was designed to provide stand-by facilities for use only 
in the event of hostilities. The airfields were largely airstrips designed for 
propeller-driven aircraft. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization, however, is 
activating its forces in time of peace. Therefore, it was and is imperative that 
NATO proceed to finance additional operational and logistic support facilities for 
peacetime occupancy, including facilities for jet aircraft. NATO has taken over 
the Brussels first slice and gone forward with two additional programs to provide 
facilities for forces now being created. 

The need for facilities for the NATO forces is made clear when the following 
factors are considered: First, existing airfields are inadequate in number, stand- 
ards, and location. There are only a few World War II fields available and they 
are not capable of handling modern jet aircraft. They are located forward of the 
planned deployment of land forces and must be augmented by fields west of the 
Rhine. The new fields will create depth—fundamental to our military effective- 
ness, 

Second, there is a communications void in Northeastern France—a crucial area 
for the command and control of ground and air units. 

Against this background NATO has programed airfields, communications and 
war headquarters. These are common-use facilities and part of the required 
infrastructure. 

Common-use requirements are developed by the NATO Supreme Allied Com- 
manders, then rigorously screened by the higher military authority of NATO (the 
Standing Group and the Military Committee), and then again by the North 
Atlantic Council. 

The United States has shared in the cost of the first, second, and third infra- 
structure slices. I have alreddy referred to the first slice agreement at Brussels. 
The second slice agreement covering the 1951 program was reached last fall in 
Ottawa and provided for the improvement of existing airfields and the construction 
of new tactical airfields. The second slice also covered other airfield projects in 
the French and British zones of Germany, the cost of which is being met through 
the occupation budgets of France and the United Kingdom. The program also 
included the financing of a series of signal communications links required for the 
effective operation of the central land forces under the Supreme Headquarters 
Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE). It was agreed at Ottawa that the host nation 
would provide land and existing utilities free of charge. As a corollary of possible 
interest, it may be noted that the United States Government has negotiated 
successfully with its treaty partners for the exemption from payment of taxes in 
respect to the construction covered by United States contributions to that and 
further programs, 

At the meeting of the North Atlantie Council in Lisbon in February, a third 
slice of infrastrueture was established bringing the cumulative estimated total 
cost to date of the programs agreed uvon for eommon-use facilities to $749 million, 
of which the United States is committed to pay $299 million, or about 39 percent 
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(38.9 percent). The Lisbon agreement provides for building new tactical airfields 
and for the improvement of those started under previous programs for creating 
new communication facilities, expecially in the northern and southern European 
areas, and for furthering the work on military headquarters. The third slice 
agreement also covers new airfields and extensions of existing airfields in Germany. 

The total amount which representatives of the United States agreed to commit 
for these facilities, subject to the provision of funds by the Congress, is $288 
million. Under the authority of section 521 of the Mutual Security Act of 1951, 
funds in the amount of $168 million have already been applied against this 
agreement. The executive branch has previously informed the committees of 
the Congress of its intent to request financing for these facilities in fiscal year 
1953 in this publie works bill. The unfunded balance of this commitment for 
which appropriations are requested is, therefore, $120 million. 

Because NATO operates on a calendar year basis, as opposed to our fiseal year 
basis, it will be necessary for our Government to enter into negotiations for a 
program of additional facilities to be created in fiseal year 1953. These negotia- 
tions will be concluded prior to consideration of the fiscal year 1954 budget by the 
Congress. Our best estimate of the funds required for this program prior to 
congressional opportunity for action on the fiscal year 1954 budget will be $20 
million. We therefore request that this committee include in the appropriation 
bill the amount of $140 million to be available to the Secretary of Defense for use 
in creating additional facilities for NATO forces. 


AUTHORIZATION ACT 


Secretary Foster. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that as yet 
there has been no authorizing bill passed by the Senate. We are 
asking, in general, for what the House Appropriations Committee 
has approved. Some exceptions, which I will refer to the departments 
to explain in detail, plus one other item which is to cover the contribu- 
tion of the United States to the NATO bases. 

Senator Maynank. Do you mean that the Senate has not author- 
ized anything? 

Secretary Foster. The Senate has not passed its authorizing bill. 

Senator MaysBank. There has been no authorization by the Armed 
Service Committee? 

Secretary Foster. That is correct. 

Senator O’Manonnry. The House bill has been passed? 

Secretary Foster. The House Bill has. 

Senator SALToNsTALL. The bill is pending now before the Armed 
Services Committee, and probably will be reported out this afternoon. 

Senator MayBank. | understood that was the case. 

Secretary Fosrrr. Mr. Chairman, we asked in the Armed Services 
Committee that this latter amount to which you just referred, namely, 
a figure of $120,000,000 be covered by language to be reinserted 
in the authorization bill since the House removed that particular 
authorization. 

NEGOTIATION EXPENSES FOR NATO BASES 


We are also asking for another $20,000,000 to cover additional 
negotiations abroad for these NATO bases, since it will be impossible 
to get the matter before the Congress before some of those negotiations 
must be entered into. 

The amounts the House committee approved were $600,000,000 for 
the Department of the Army, $386,409,840 for the Navy and, $1,200,- 
000,000 for the Air Force. 

In the case of those amounts the Army will make a detailed explana- 
tion, with your permission, asking for the restoration of $54,000,000. 
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Senator Maysank. That is. approximately $2,000,000,000, Mr. 
Secretary? 
Secretary Foster. Yes, sir. 


ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES 


Senator MaysanK. How much is to be spent during the next fiscal 
year? 

Secretary Foster. The total of that is $2,186,499,840, to which we 
would like to add $140,000,000 which I have just explained, and to 
which also the Army would like to add $54 000,000 and the Navy 
$16,252,000. 

Secretary Finletter will be able to go ahead with their bases with the 
House amount. 

Senator MayBank. Mr. Secretary, I am just curious to know how 
much of that approximately two and a quarter billion dollar appro- 
priation you would spend in the next fiscal year. That is what I 
wanted to get at. How much cash money? 

Secretary Fosrrer. About $500,000,000. 

Senator Maypank. A little less than one-fourth? 

Senator SALTONSTALL. You are asking for new authorization in the 
bill before the Armed Services Committee, amounting to approxi- 
mately $2.3 billion as I understand it. Do you still have out authori- 
zations covered by money of about $1.5 billion, and you are now 
asking for a new $2.3 billion. Is that correct? 

Secretary Fosrrer. I think it is something over $2 billion, Senator. 

Senator Mayspank. You have $2 billion out in contracts now? 

Secretary Foster. Yes, sir. 

Se nator Maysank. How much of that are you going to spend this 
year? 

Secretary Foster. That all will be obligated within the next 90 days. 
I would say that it would take another 2 years to expend. 

Senator Ture. Is that all on this continent? 

Secretary Fosrmr. No, sir; that is abroad, also. 

Senator SatTronsTALu. That will be four and a quarter billion 
dollars that you will have for Army construction, or rather, military 
construction, if this bill is passed? 

Secretary Fosrrer. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Ferauson. How much of that is on airfields? 

Secretary Foster. For ‘airfields we are asking $1.2 billion of new 
money and I believe the Air Force has $1.5 billion, so that amounts 
to $2.7 billion. 

OWNERSHIP OF AIRFIELDS i 


Chairman McKetuar. Will the United States Government own 
the airfields after they are built? .Will they own the land on which 
they are built or are we to turn them over to the governments who 
own the particular land? 

Secretary Foster. The airfields which are built abroad will be 
returned eventually to the nations in which the air bases are built. 
That is covered by agreements, however, which give us the use of the 
bases for varying periods, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ELLENDER. Secretary Foster, can you tell us percentage- 
wise how much of this money will be spent abroad? Of course, the 
rest will be spent here in this country. 
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Secretary Fostsr. Yes, sir. It amounts to about 47 percent. 
Senator ELLENDER. You mean that 47 percent will be sent abroad? 
Secretary Foster. Yes, sir. 


MILITARY HOSPITALS 


Senator ELLENDER. Will any of that money be spent in this country 
for hospitals or anything like that? 

Secretary Foster. Yes, sir; a good deal of that will be. Hospitals 
are among the other items for which this money will be used in this 
country. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Where will they be built? Do you know that 
now? Do you have a list of the localities? 

Secretary Foster. We have a list of line items on which these 
figures were based, which were presented to the House Appropriations 
Committee, and to the Senate Armed Services Committee. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Last year we had a proposal here to build new 
hospitals where some already existed. You do not have such proposals 
in this bill, do you? 

Secretary Foster. No, sir; this is a very carefully screened request. 
It has been gone over and substantially reduced during the course of 
the hearings “before the House and before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. 

Chairman McKeuuar. The reason I asked the question I asked 
a while ago about where these bases went after the Korean War is 
over, is, for instanee, because in one of the subcommittees of this 
committee, the one having to do with the State Department, I found 
out that a contract had been made with France as a result of which 
we were to build, I have for how many hundreds of millions of dollars, 
a plant in Morocco, and that after we had built the plant, under the 
contract, and after the emergency had passed, the whole property 
would revert to France. 

Now, we do not own the ground on which the plant is built. It is 
land held in the name of France and for the French Government. 
We were building this enormous base at a cost of hundreds of millions 
of dollars, I know; and the contract provided that as soon as this 
present difficulty is over the whole thing should go to the French 
Government, without rhyme or reason or anything else. 


MOROCCAN AIR BASES 


I just did not understand that kind of a contract, and I wanted to 
know what kind of contracts you were going to make with these 
countries when you build these bases. 

Secretary Fosrpr. Mr. Chairman, may I refer that question to 
Secretary Finletter of the Air Force? 

Chairman MeKxguuar. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Finuerrer. Mr. Chairman, the agreement with the 
French on the Moroccan Base is for the duration of NATO. As long 
as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization is in effect the agreement 
will be in force. 

Chairman McKerutiar. Well, I do not have the copy of the paper 
that I had here with me. I read it, and it said that when the emer- 
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gency was over, that would be done. It did not say for the duration 
of NATO, as I recall it. 

Senator Ferauson. Do we have agreements providing that that 
shall last as long as NATO? 

Secretary FInLETTER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Frerauson. There is nothing in NATO itself, in the act, as 
[ recall the treaty, that gives us any such rights. 

Senator Maysank. How long is NATO going to last. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Is it not 20 years? 

Senator Ferauson. I[t is a 20-year provision. 

Senator MaysBank. But it can be undone in short order. 

Chairman McKetuar. I would like to request that no more 
contracts like that be made. I know Mr. Finletter would not do it. 
I do not believe the rest of you people would. 

Senator ELLENDER. Secretary Foster, I would like to ask you a 
few more questions about this hospital matter. 

Chairman McKetiar. Go ahead. 


HOSPITAL FACILITIES 


Senator ELLeENpDER. Are there any hospital facilities provided for 
in this bill where some already exist or where you have empty beds, 
let us say? 

Secretary Fosrer. Senator, most of the hospitals, in fact, I think 
all of the hospitals which are to be built, out of these funds, are at 
new installations. Most of them are Air Force hospitals. 

Secretary Benpersen. The Army has no hospitals planned and 
the Navy has no hospitals provided for. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Are these hospitals built on a temporary basis 
that is, as temporary buildings or as permanent buildings? 

Secretary Finterrer. It would depend upon the base, Senator 
Ellender. If it were a permanent base, the hospital would be built 
on a permanent basis, and accordingly, would be built less permanently 
on a semipermanent base. 

Senator O’Manonry. May I ask the question this way: 

If I understand what Senator Ellender has in mind—are these 
hospitals proposed for new bases which are being constructed by the 
Air Force? 

Secretary Finterrer. May I ask General Timberlake to answer 
the question? 

Chairman McKe.uar. All right, General Timberlake. 

General TimBpeRLAKE. Senator, we have only one brand-new base. 
The others are bases that we are reactivating, or have some real 
property interest in. 

Senator O’Manonry. Did you not have hospital facilities at the 
bases which are being reactivated? 

General TimBeRLAKE. There were bases there, and some sort of 
medical facilities were there during the war. They have been ex- 
amined by the Air Force, and this hospital program has been sub- 
mitted to the Armed Forces Medical Policy Council. We are only 
putting in hospitals where they are absolutely required and I have a 
list of them here. 

Chairman McKe tar. Is there a hospital provided in Morocco? 

General TimperLake. Yes; there are two of them. 
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Chairman McKetuar. And are they in the same category under 
this contract? Will they go to the French Government as soon as 
the emergency is over and we will have no right, title or interest in 
them after the emergency is over? 

Senator Evttenper. General, to what extent are you using the 
facilities that are now built at the reactivated bases? 

General TimperRLAKe. We are using them to the maximum, sir. 
Where a hospital existed during World War II that can be rehabili- 
tated, we are doing that work and not building. We are using that 
one and not building new ones. 

Senator Exnenper. Can you tell us offhand how many new hospitals 
will be built? 

General Timper ake. I have a list here, sir, which deals with the 
new hospitals, the infirmaries, and the dispensaries. You see, we 
do not necessarily put a hospital in at every base. 

Senator E.Lenper. You are not making replacements then of 
existing facilities, are you? 

General TrmperRvaAke,. That is right, sir, and we are using wherever 
possible adjacent Army and Navy hospitals. 

Senator ELLENDER. Would you kindly place a list in the record of 
the hospitals you propose to build and what facilities now exist at 
those places where you propose to either reactivate or rebuild them? 

General TimperLaAKe. We will do that. 

Senator Tuyr. If Senator Ellender will permit me to ask this ques- 
tion, General, I believe you have the list there right in your hand? 

General TIMBERLAKE. Yes, sir. 

Senator THyr. We must make this decision in the next 48 hours. 
Why do we not have the list read? We have to make this decision 
before next Saturday night. In fact, we have to make the decision 
even sooner. 

Chairman McKexuiar. We have to make the decision tonight, in 
order to get it through before 12 o'clock. 


INFIRMARY, BLYTHEVILLE, ARK. 


General TimperLAKke. There is first a 25-bed infirmary provided 
for Blytheville, Ark. 

Senator ELLenpeER. Is that a new facility or the reactivating of one 
that is there now? 

General TrmBperLaAke. It is a reactivation, sir. This is a new 
infirmary, but Blytheville is a reactivation of a World War II base. 

Senator ExuenpeErR. Did you have an infirmary there during World 
War II? 

General TimpertAKe. Not to do the job now planned for 
Blytheville. 

Senator ELLeENDER. What became of the one that you had there 
if you had one? 

General TIMBERLAKE. I cannot answer that question. 

Senator ExtenpER. Do you know whether or not there was one 
there? 

General TimBeERLAKE. Yes; there was a medical facility there of 
some sort. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why is it necessary to rebuild it? 
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General Timpertake. As I understand it, it has been determined 
that the one previously there is not satisfactory to do this job. I can 
get the details as to the building that is there, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Well, that will not do us any good, General. 

Senator Taye. We will have to pass on this appropriation before 
adjournment. Will you read the rest of it? 

Senator Hiiti. Let me ask one question about the Blytheville 
operation. ‘That is a reactivated post, as 1 understand it—or rather, 
a reactivated camp? It is not a post; it is a camp. What kind of 
construction will this be? 

General TimpertAke. This will be a semipermanent structure, 
having a 10-year life. 

Senator Hitt. Where you have a 10-year semipermanent structure, 
what type of construction is that? 

General Trmpervake. In a hospital, sir, that is a one-story build- 
ing with wards spreading out—buildings similar to the World War 
Il mobilization type of construction. It will consist of wood or 
concrete blocks, depending upon whichever is the cheapest. 

Secretary Foster. Mr. Chairman, I might make a comment which 
would clarify this somewhat. 


ARMED SERVICES MEDICAL POLICY COUNCIL 


We have an Armed Services Medical Policy Council which is 
headed by a distinguished physician from outside of Government. 
He looks at all of the hospital facilities, and recommends joint facil- 
ities where it is possible to do that for all three services. He recom- 
mends new facilities only in those places where there are presently 


no adequate facilities. 

Senator Exiuenper. Did you have such a council or policy a 
year ago? 

Secretary Fosrer. It was in effect then; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. But a year ago you came here for the building 
of 10 hospitals. I believe we cut them all out because you had at 
those places existing facilities that were sufficient, and it was simply 
a duplication. As a matter of fact, right in Belvoir you are asking 
for, I think, 200 or 300 more hospital beds, and we showed you 
where you had 1,000 beds that you were not using. 

Secretary Fostmr. Yes, sir; out of that we learned a good deal, 
and I think this year’s job has been done much better. 

Speaking of the use of some of these facilities from World War II, 
those in many cases have been turned into living quarters, where 
barracks were not available when we went into this expansion. 

Senator O’Manonry. If you will pardon me for just a minute, I 
should like to have General Timberlake read the entire list with the 
estimated cost, the amounts requested. It is my understanding that 
the appropriation before us is substantially less than that originally 
desired by the Air Force. I think that ought to be in the record. 

You have the list there now, do you not, General? 

General TrmpBertake. I do, Senator. 

Senator O’Manongry. Suppose you read that right into the record. 
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BREAKDOWN OF HOSPITAL PROJECTS 


General TimpertaAKe. Blytheville, Ark., we asked for a 50-bed 
hospital at a cost of $728,000. 

What is in this bill is a 25-bed infirmary at a cost of $213,000. 

At Homestead, Fla., we asked for a 150-bed hospital at a cost of 
$1,736,000. In this bill there is a 100-bed hospital at a cost of 
$1,160,000. 

Senator ELLENDER. Who made that final decision? 

General TrmperLAKE. The Armed Forces Medical Policy Council 
which Mr. Foster just spoke of, sir. 

Senator ELLenpeER. All right, go ahead, please. 

General TrmpertaAke. At Lakeland, Fla., we requested a 75-bed 
hospital at a cost of $996,000. In this bill there is a 25-bed infirmary 
at a cost of $213,000. 

At Lincoln, Nebr., we requested a 150-bed hospital at a cost of 
$1,736,000. What is in this bill is a 150-bed hospital at a reduced 
cost of $1,642,000. 

At Plattsburg Municipal Airport, we requested a 150-bed hospital 
at a cost of $1,736,000. What is in this bill is a 150-bed hospital at a 
reduced cost of $1,642,000. 

At Raleigh-Durham, we requested a 75-bed hospital at a cost of 
$996,000. We received a 25-bed infirmary at a cost of $213,000. 

At Silman-Monroe, we requested a 100-bed hospital at a cost of 
$914,000. We received a 100-bed hospital at a reduced cost of 
$828,000. 

Senator ELLeNpER. Did you have any facility there during World 
War II? 

General TimperLAke. Yes, sir. I am not sure about a medical 
facility, sir, but I can get that information before the evening is 
over, sir. 

At Sioux City, Iowa, we requested a 150-bed hospital at a cost of 
$1,736,000. In this bill they provided a 150-bed hospital at a reduced 
cost of $1,642,000. 

At Bunker Hill, Ind., we requested a 150-bed hospital at a cost of 
$1,736,000. In this bill there is a 100-bed hospital at a cost of 
$1,160,000. 

At Stead, Nev., we requested a 60-bed hospital at a cost of $728,000. 
In this bill is a 25-bed infirmary at a cost of $213,000. 

At Fort Crockett, Galveston, Tex., we asked for a 35-bed. addition 
to the hospital, at a cost of $749,000, and we received in this bill no 
beds, but there is a clinical facility that has been added at a cost of 
$240,000. 

At Connally, Tex., we requested a 40-bed addition to the hospital 
at a cost of $154,000. In this bill is zero. 

At Harlington, Tex., we requested a five-bed addition to the hospital 
at a cost of $192,000. In this bill is zero. 

At Majors Field, Tex, we requested a six-bed infirmary at a cost of 
$75,000. We received a six-bed infirmary at a cost of $75,000. 

At Otis, Mass., we requested a 12-bed infirmary at a cost of $95,000. 
In this bill is a 12-bed infirmary at a cost of $95,000. 

At Palmdale, Calif., we requested a six-bed infirmary at a cost of 
$75,000, and we have received a dispensary of the same size at the 
reduced cost of $49,000. 
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At Venice, Fla., we requested a six bed infirmary at a cost of $75,000 
and we have in this bill a six-bed infirmary at a cost of $75,000. 

At Clinton, Okla., we requested clinical facilities at a cost of 
$256,000, and the clinical facilities in the bill were provided at a 
reduced cost of $240,000. 

At Offutt Field, Nebr., we requested clinical facilities at a cost of 
$240,000 and in this bill are the dlinical facilities at a cost of $240,000. 

At Abilene, Tex.; we requested a 150-bed hospital at a cost of 
$3,047,000. We received a 150-bed hospital at a reduced cost of 
$2.310,000. 

Senator Corpon. What did you ask for there? 

General TimBeRLAKE. We asked for a 150-bed hospital at a cost 
of $3,047,000, and we received a 150-bed hospital at a reduced cost 
of $2,310,000. 

At Hammonton, N. J., we requested a 100-bed hospital at a cost 
of $1,991,000 and we received a 30-bed hospital at $270,000. 

At Little Rock, Ark., we asked for a 125-bed hospital at a cost of 

2,367,000 and we received 50 beds at a cost of $450,000. 

At Lowry Field, Denver, Colo., we requested a 150-bed hospital 
at a cost of $3,047,000. We received zero. 

Chairman McKe.iuar. Have you any hsopitals at Denver, Colo.? 

General TimBeRLAKE. Yes, sir. 

Chairman McKe.iar. You have some there already? 

General TrmBerRLAKe. Yes, sir. And this is in addition to that. 

Chairman McKertiar. How many beds do you have there now? 

General TrmBeRLAKe. | do not know the size of the hospital there 
now; I do not have that figure at hand. We can get that information 
over the telephone. 

At Larson Air Force Base, we requested 25 beds at a cost of $422,000 
and we received 25 beds at a cost of $387,000. 

At Grandview, we requested 50 beds at a cost of $288,000, and we 
received zero in this bill. 

At Limestone we requested 25 beds at a cost of $165,000, and in 
this bill we received zero. 

At Baltimore, for the Research and Development Command Head- 
quarters, we requested an infirmary of 12 beds at a cost of $98,000, 
and we received six beds at a cost of $80,000. 

At Hanscom, Mass., we requested 18 beds at a cost of $116,000, 
and we received 12 beds at a cost of $98,000. 

At Niagara Falls, N. Y., we requested 18 beds at a cost of $56,000, 
and in this bill are 12 beds, at a cost of $39,000. 

At Washington National Airport we requested six beds at a cost of 
$72,000, and we have zero beds and a clinical facility provided at 
$36,000. 

Senator MaysBank. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

The last item you mentioned, General, was Washington National 
Airport. Now, why do we need a clinical facility at the airport, with 
all the hospitals that the Veterans’ Administration has here? 

What I want to ask the general is how the Air Force plans to keep 
up a six- or an eight-bed hospital, and how many doctors and how many 
nurses they are going to have for such facilities? How is that going 
to work? : 

General TimBeERLAKE. Senator, we have flight surgeons with these 
units. We have based surgeons; we have to have facilities to take 
care of accidents. 





SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1953 549 


Senator Maysank. You mean that you have a surgeon where you 
have six beds? 

General TimperLaAks. Yes, sir. We have a surgeon stationed there. 

Senator Maysank. How about nurses and dieticians? 

General TimperLAKke. We do not necessarily have nurses. 

Senator MaysBank. What would be the staff of a six-bed hospital? 
I am curious to know; I am not complaining. 

y General TrmBer.aKke. I am not a doctor; I don’t know. 

Senator Maysank. I do not see a bit of sense in having to spend the 
money at the Washington Airport, with clinical facilities available in 
veterans’ hospitals and the Soldiers’ Home. I would just like to know. 

Senator Corpon. The trouble is this is only the first revision that 
has been made. There should be 10 more. 

Senator SatTonstaLuL. May I ask one or two questions, Mr. Chair- 
man? 

Chairman McKe.iar. You may. 


UNOBLIGATED AUTHORITY 


Senator Sauroysrauu. I should like to clear up my own mind. 
Mr. Foster, you now have outstanding authority on how much in all 
three departments, approximately? 

Secretary Foster. Mr. Finletter said $1.5 billion. 

Secretary Kimball? 

Senator SatronstaLL. What is the authority outstanding? 

Secretary Kimpauu. We still have $490 million unobligated. 

Senator SauronstautL. And the Army? 

Secretary Fosrer. Secretary Bendetsen? 

Secretary BenprETseEN. We have accumulated outstanding total 
appropriations of $1,741,000,000. 

Senator SALTonsTALL. Is that authorizations or appropriations? 

Secretary BenpETsEN. We have authorizations of $2,307,600,000. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. So that, combined, it would be $4,200,000,000 
outstanding in authorizations. Against that, how much in out- 
standing appropriations have you got, or money? 

Secretary BenpETsEN. We have outstanding against the $2,307,- 
600,000 an accumulated total of appropriations of $1,741,600,000. 

Senator SaALTronsTaALL. And the Navy has how much? 

Secretary KimsBa.u. $490 million unobligated. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. How much money have you got outstanding 
against that? 

Secretary Kimpauu. That is all the balance we have unobligated. 

Senator Satronstauu. That is all the authority you have got to 
build on. In other words, you have got cash to match your present 
outstanding authority? 

Secretary Kimpa.u. Yes, sir. 

Senator Sautronstauy. In full? 

Secretary Krmpa.u. Yes. 

Senator SaALTonsTALu. Is that also true of the Air Force? 
Secretary Finterrer. The Senator’s question, as I understand it, 
how much money has been obligated? 

Secretary Kimpatut. We have about $140 million that is not 
financed. 
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® Senator SatronstaLL. What I was trying to get at is this, because 
I was in Armed Services this morning: You have got outstanding 
authority of approximately $4,200,000,000. How much money 
have you got already appropriated with which to build on that out- 
standing authority? 


APPROPRIATIONS TO DATE 


Secretary Finterrer. Oh, how much appropriated? 

General Myers. $3,786,000 has been appropriated from fiscal year 
1950 through fiscal year 1952, sir. 

Senator SaLtTonsTALL. So that the three services together have 
approximately $5,500,000,000 outstanding. But that cannot be, 
because you have only got $4,200,000,000 of authority, if you have 
given me the correct figure. 

Secretary Huaarns. The first figure Mr. Finletter gave you was 
unobligated appropriations. 

Secretary Fin.terrer. Yes; it was unobligated appropriations I 
gave you. 

Senator SavronstaLty. Mr. Chairman, I think this is important 
for this reason: We will have to pass tomorrow morning on the 
authorization bill of approximately $2,300,000,000, and these gentle- 
men are asking us now for approximately $2,100,000,000. Those 
figures may be slightly inaccurate. 

What I was interested to know was how much authority is now 
outstanding and how much money is now outstanding to cover that 
authority, in order to determine in a little way how much they can 
spend in this next vear. 


TOTAL AUTHORIZATION AND OBLIGATIONS 


re retary BENDETSEN. I would like to correct the figure I gave you 
for obligations. The first figure 1 gave vou, Senator SALTONSTALL, 
ate back to 1948. For total authorization you have the figure of 

307,600,000. And since 1948 we have had, including this year, a 
oo al appropriation against that authorization of $1,741 “600, 000. Of 
that, $843,000,000 of the $1,7 41,000,000 was obligated on May 1, 1952, 
which leaves almost exactly $900 million. 

Senator SatronstaLu. Can the Navy give those figures, too? 

Secretary Kiwpary. We have $490,000,000 unobligated, of which 
we will have about $318,000,000 of it obligated by ‘November 1 of 
this year. 

Secretary BenpETSEN. | might add, if I may, that by September 1 
of this calendar year we will have the remaining amount obligated. 

Senator SALTONsTALL. Now, the Air Force? 

Secretary FrnLterrer. Senator, let me give you the way we pre- 
sented this to the House and see if it answers your question. 

We figure, Mr. Chairman, that we can obligate at the rate of about 
$250 million a month. There are unobligated funds as of the Ist of 
July of approximately $1.5 billion. There fore, to run us through the 
12 months of the next fiscal year, we would need another $1.5 billion 
of appropriation. But when we explained this to the House we made 
it clear that we would have to come back for an additional appropria- 
tion request in the beginning of calendar 1953, so that we felt that we 
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were justified in taking the $1.2 billion that we offered to the committee 
and which was accepted by them. In other words, the Air Force 
program is based on the limitation on capability of spending rather 
than on a requirements basis. 

Senator SatronsTaLL. Then all the Navy, Army, and Air Force 
will have all of the money that is now appropriated to them and 
unobligated, obligated during the fiscal year 1953? 

Secretary Kimpauu. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Foster. Before the end of the calendar year 1952. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Now you are asking for $2.1 billion more, 
approximately? 

Ir. Gartock. Construction money generally does not start to be 
obligated until about 6 months after the appropriation passes. The 
design must be finished and the contract let. Normally, January and 
February is the time you start letting the contract. 

Senator Hitu. May I ask a question? 

Chairman McKe iar. Yes. 

Senator Hiiu. General, let me ask vou this: This list of hospitals 
you read off of different stations, are these stations all now active 
stations for the personnel for the United States Air Force? 

General TimBerRLAKE. Not at this time, sir. Some of them are 
being activated during this period to take care of the units that are 
going to be activated during this period in the expansion from the 
95-wing program to the 143-wing program. 

Senator Hitz. In other words, they will all have some kind of 
United States Air Force unit on them? 

General TimBERLAKE. That is correct, sir. 


AVERAGE COST PER HOSPITAL BED 


Senator Hiri. And, under your revised figure, have you got any 
idea what the average cost per bed is in the construction of these 
hospitals? If you do not have it, you can figure it out closely by add- 
ing up the number of beds and dividing the money by the number 
of beds. 

General TimBeRLAKE. We have two costs, sir. We have a perma- 
nent cost and a semipermanent cost per bed. We get those costs from 
the Corps of Engineers based upon our specifications. 

Senator H1ritt. What is your permanent cost; do you know? 

General TimBERLAKE. Genneil Myers has the list right here. 

General Myers. I do not know if I have it per bed or not. I have 
it by square footage. 

Senator Hruu. | think you find in your civilian hospital the yard- 
stock they use is how many beds you are going to have and how much 
it costs per bed. That takes in the whole hospital, the X-ray room, 
the operating room, but then you have so many beds. So, the question 
is what is the cost per bed. If you have a 50-bed hospital, what is the 
over-all cost of that hospital is divided by 50, and that gives you what 
is generally known in the civilian hospitals as what the cost is per bed. 

General Myers. Yes;I could divide one of them out. 

Senator Hitu. Will you divide one of them out? 
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UNOCCUPIED SPACES IN USABLE BARRACKS 


If I may, I would like to ask Mr. Foster another question. I note, 
Mr. Secretary, in your justification, these words [reading]: 

The record will indicate that there are currently 296,798 unoccupied spaces in 
usable barracks. However, these are not permanent Army barracks as indicated 
in the committee report. In fact, there are no empty permanent barracks in 
active-duty stations. The additional permanent barracks requested are urgently 
required to alleviate the shortage of permanent structures and at the same time 
will provide a token amount of housing to narrow the gap between that which can 
be built and that which is required in the first few months of war, 

Why is it necessary to build permanent barracks instead of using 
these nearly 300,000 unoccupied spaces in usable barracks today? 

Secretary Fosrrr. I would like for Secretary Bendetsen to answer 
that. 

Secretary BENDETSEN. Senator Hill, at permanent stations in the 
United States we would be faced with the dilemma, if we were going 
to establish as a part of a mobilization base that capacity which we 
could not build after the event of a general mobilization, of either 
adding temporary or permanent facilities, and either one would suffice 
for the purpose, there is no question about that. But the question is: 
Whether to prolong the problem and the dilemma of high maintenance 
cost at these permanent stations by adding to the already high cost 
with temporary facilities. 

We came before the committee last year with a part of this program, 
and before the committees of the Congress this year with the balance 
of that segment. And the choice is, of course, a matter of policy. If 
we are going to establish the mobilization base by providing only 
that space which you could not provide in time after war started due 
to the pace and the rate of the general mobilization, it is a question of 
how to do it. 

At these permanent stations, only about an average of from 15 to 
20 percent of what would be required for a reasonably sized post-cold- 
war army, not the present size, now exists. At some future time— 
and we would not ask the Congress to do it now in any event—we 
would hope that in annual installments some of that could be replaced. 
This is replacing nothing. We will use the spaces you have described 
in a mobilization, we would use these spaces now. If we added 
temporary facilities, then the annual maintenance cost problem would 
be prolonged, and we have both in the Congress and in the Depart- 
ments a long record of being faced with the problem. 

Senator Hitu. Well, these permanent structures that you propose 
to build, will they supplement existing temporary or semipermanent 
structures? 

Secretary BenpETSEN. They will not replace anything, sir. 

Senator Hirt. Have you made any camps or temporary reserva- 
tions that you had during the last war that you have since reactivated 
permanent? Have you made any of them into permanent structures? 


RAILHEAD FACILITIES 


Secretary BenpretsenN. We have reactivated or recaptured seven 
facilities which we describe as railhead facilities, which would not be 
used unless there were a general war, which is in the mobilization base 
at some of the temporary posts used during the war. Unfortunately, 
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in the demobilization they were released, as you know. We are not 
acquiring the land around these places and would not do so unless and 
until there were a general mobilization. 

I have a list of seven, if you would like me to read them. There we 
are only providing the underground and overhead utilities and the 
initial roads so that the pore could move in in certain facilities under 
tentage and you could begin to use them. We are not constructing 
any barracks at those places, but there are seven of those. 

Senator Hitu. I see. Well, you have more than seven camps or 
military reservations, have you not, that you have reactivated since 
Korea, since June 25, 1950? ; 

Secretary Benpetsen. That is right, sir, but they were facilities 
which you might say were in moth balls. 

Senator Hii. I understand. 

Secretary BenpetsEen. They had all the troop housing on them and 
the facilities on them. 

Senator Hiiu. I understand. Do you propose to put any of this 
permanent construction on any of them? 

Secretary BenprtsEeN. No, sir. Only on permanent posts, camps, 
and stations. 

Senator Hity. Since Korea, and when I say since Korea I mean 
since June 25, 1950, you have not made any additions to your perma- 
nent military reservations; is that correct? 

Secretary BENpDETSEN. The only additions we have made were those 
provided in the bill which was before you for fiscal 1952, which includes 
a part of the installment on the mobilization base at those permanent 
facilities we have described, and we have added some warehousing and 


maintenance facilities to handle the increased size of the Army only 
where there were no facilities there. We have not replaced anything. 
Senator Hint. Where you moved in and have taken over one of these 
World War II reservations and reactivated it, you are now not propos- 
ing to put any permanent construction on any one of those reserva- 
tions, is that right? 
Secretary BENDETSEN. That is right, sir. 


PERMANENT CONSTRUCTION 


Senator MayBank. Where are you going to put the permanent con- 
struction, Mr. Secretary, if you have not already answered it? 

Secretary BenpEeTsEN. Permanent construction proposed at this 
installment would be at installations like Fort Bragg, Fort Benning 
Fort Dix, Fort Sill, Fort Bliss, Fort Devens, Camp Campbell, and 
Fort Knox, Fort Hood, and Fort Ord. 

Senator Tuyen. Those are installations that were in existence during 
World War II, were they not? 

Secretary BenpETsEN. Those have been permanent facilities as part 
of the Army, yes. 

Senator Turn. You are proposing to expand the hospital facilities 
at these stations? 

Secretary Benpretsen. We are not talking about hospitals. 

Senator Tuyn. You are not talking about hospitals, but you are 
talking abour barracks only? 

Secretary BenpDETsEN. That is right, sir. We have no hospitals in 
the fiscal 1953 proposal of the Army. 
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Senator MaysBanx. Let me ask this question: Why is it necessary 
to expand permanent facilities at Fort Bragg and Fort Benning, when 
you had troops trained at Fort Jackson in the last war? ‘Boe you 
going to put permanent facilities in to house them? 

Secretary BENDETSEN. Sir, the answer to that is this: We have a 
mobilization plan and in the event of a general war we would induct 
and train our troops based on that plan at each station. 


FORT JACKSON 


Senator Mayspanx. You had the same mobilization plan when I 
was Governor, and you used Fort Jackson. General Marshall said 
it was the best fort you had. Why not put permanent installations 
there? Why put them all in North Carolina and Georgia? Frankly 
I would like to know the answer for the people at home. There 
has been a camp there since World War I, and I would just like 
to know. 

Secretary Benprersen. It was not one of our permanent installa- 
tions. 

Senator Maynank. You trained troops there. Of course, it was 
permanent, very much permanent. 

Secretary BENDETSEN. Yes, it was. 

Senator Maypank. Since World War I. It was Fort Jackson by 
act of Congress. 

Secretary BenpetseNn. Prior to World War II? 

Senator MaysBanxk. It was made permanent before World War II 
when I was Governor of South Carolina, and I came here in 1941. I 
came here before the war in 1941. 

Secretary Foster. May I ask one thing? 

Senator MaysBank. One second, I want to know why you are all 
discriminating against Fort Jackson. You trained troops there and 
you have had the big air shows there. That is what I want to know. 
I want you to put it in the record. I will get you the record and show 
you where it was permanent, and show you the orders of Louis Johnson, 
Secretary of the Army. I wonder why it has all been discriminated 
against. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to know why they put permanent installation 
other places, when they trained more troops at Fort Jackson than 
they have at Fort Bragg or at any camp in Georgia. 

Secretary Foster. May I suggest that we submit a letter of 
explanation? 

Senator MayBaANK. You cannot submit a letter, because that has 
been going on for 10 years, and there is nobody that cares anything 
about Fort Jackson except when a war comes, and except when you 
want to train people, and the reason why is that the climate is better 
and the conditions are better and the civilian facilities are better and 
the community turned all their housing development over for soldiers 
to live in. Therefore you do not do anything. I know that. 

Secretary Foster. I cannot answer the question, sir. We will try 
to get an answer for you. 

enator Huu. I have not finished with my questions, 

Chairman McKe uar. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Hiri. Mr. Chairman, may I finish my questions? 
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Chairman McKe..uar. Yes, sir. 
Senator Hitu. Were you going to make some further answer, Mr. 
Secretary? 


CONSTRUCTION UNDER MOBILIZATION PLAN 


Secretary Foster. I wanted to make one comment, which is, in 
building for this mobilization base the reason for putting the perma- 
nent structures in now is that they will cost much less if we do it now 
in advance of the actual mobilization. Therefore in building toward 
this planned base we have come up with segments of that plan, of 
which this group is one. 

Senator MayBank. How do you know it is going to cost more? 

Secretary Foster. There has never been a mobilization in history 
in which the prices did not rise very rapidly. 

Senator Hitu. May I ask a further question now? 

If you get all of the funds you ask for here for permanent construc+ 
tion, how large an army will that permanent construction house? 
I am not thinking in terms of any of these reactivated camps where 
you do not have your permanent construction, How large an army 
would your permanent construction handle? 

Secretary BenpEeTseN. You are asking, Senator Hill, what would 
this provide for upon mobilization? 

Secretary Foster. A 60,000-man army, sir. 

Secretary BenpetsEN. No, we have a projected post emergency 
army of 597,000, of which 510,000 would be in the continental United 
States. This would not provide permanent facilities for that size 
army. It would provide about 28 percent of it. 

Senator Hiiu. Twenty-eight percent of 500,000? 

Secretary BeNpETsEN. With what exists now plus this segment 
which is for a mobilization installment. 

Senator Hriu. It would be 28 percent of between 500,000 and 
600,000? 

Secretary BENDETSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hix. In other words, you have got all this money and if 
you got all this permanent construction you now ask for, you would 
ave permanent construction then for an army of about 28 percent 
of between 500,000 and 600,000, is that it? 

Secretary BENDETSEN. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hixt. I see. 

Secretary BenpETsEN. In permanent facilities. 

Senator Hiri. In permanent facilities, in contradisti®ction to 
semipermanent facilities? 

Secretary Benpetsen. Actually, temporary. 


CONSTRUCTION CLASSIFICATION 


Senator Hinu. Do you have a further classification, or a temporary 
instead of a semi, or do you have just the two classifications of per- 
manent and semipermanent? 

Secretary Benpretsen. There are three claseifioatroiis, There are 
the temporary facilities of the mobilization: type; there are the modi- 
fied emergency, which have a much longer life, and then there are the 
permanent facilities which are reenforced br ick or concrete, using steel 
reenforcement. 
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Senator Hiiu. Then, if for any reason we moved out of this emerg- 
ency situation that we are in now, if for any reason we were so fortu- 
nate to move out of that and you had all this permanent construction, 
you would have permancat construction then for only an army of, 
say, roughly maybe 225,000? 

Secretary Benpretsen. About 28 percent of the total requirement 
of the Army in peacetime of that size, about 180,000 or 185,000. 

Senator Hitu. One hundred eighty-five thousand. In the old days, 
before the war, we nad an army, way back, of over 100,000 men. 

Secretary Benpetsen. We had 165,000 officers and men in the 
Army, as I remember, in the summer of 1940. They were not housed 
in permanent facilities. The only permanent facilities that had been 
built for that Army were built during the WPA construction for about 
60,000 total, in the continental United States troop stations. The 
rest were temporarily carried through the years from World War I, the 
rest of the troop housing. We never had abandoned it. 


COST OF HOUSING AND MESSING FACILITIES 


Senator Hritut. What does it cost to permanent house an enlisted 
man today? 

Secretary Bunpetsen. If you build a permanent barracks, the 
average cost per man, including all the messing facilities in the 
building, is about $2,150 per man, or $2,200. 

Senator Hitt. That is your permanent construction? 

Secretary BenpEetsEN. That is right, permanent construction. 

Senator Hitt. What is your semipermanent? 

Secretary BenpETSEN. Semipermanent is about $1,750 per man. 

Chairman McKettar. If I may ask a question at this time, 1 am 
going to ask Secretary Finletter first, what changes do you want made 
in this bill? If you turn to page 17, I believe you are interested in 
that item, and page 18. What changes do you want? What do you 
want us to do? 0 you want us to increase that amount, or those 
amounts? 

I am going to ask Secretary Kimball the same question just as soon 
as you finish answering that. I want to get to something practical. 

Secretary FINLETTER. No, sir, we do not want any change. The 
$1.2 billion figure of appropriations, Mr. Chairman, was not what we 
asked the House for. We asked for $1.725 billion, but the House 
asked us to try to hold the appropriations to the minimum on the 
assumption that we would ae for a supplemental in the beginning 


of calendar year 1953. So therefore, we accepted this figure within 
$50 million in the House, and we accept it here. We ask for no 
change. 


NAVY CONSTRUCTION 


Chairman McKetuar. Now, Mr. Secretary, what about the Navy? 

Secretary KimBautu. We want $5,710,000 in addition to what they 
authorized. They authorized $387 million. 

Chairman McKetuar. And you want an addition of how much? 

Secretary KimBauu. $5,710,000. 

Chairman McKetuar. $5,710,000. . 

Secretary Kimpauu. Of which $2,200,000 is for the Maries, at 
Quantico, and $3,500,000 is for the Naval Air Station at Lincoln, 
Nebr., for the naval reserves, 
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Senator Know anp. Is there anything in there, Mr. Secretary, at 
Pendleton? 

Secretary KimBauu. No, sir; there was a hospital at Pendleton and 
a new camp site and that was cut out. There is an adjustment to 
some facilities already in use at Pendleton. 

Chairman McKertuar. Do any one of you gentlemen want any 
changes in language or anything of that sort? 

Secretary Foster. May the Army first make their comment and 
then I would like to make a comment, Mr. Chairman. 

Secretary BenpEtsEN. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen: The House 
action cut $54 million from our request. That action, however, ap- 
plied only to the continental United States and was based in part upon 
the experience found by the committee on the Navy in the past year, 
in which they recite in their report that they were able to realize about 
4 percent savings in their construction below the estimates. 

If the market prices on construction do not rise or follow the same 
trend, that perhaps could be realized by us. If the committee would 
consider the spread of the $54 million reduction made by the House to 
the entire Army appropriation request for construction, so that we 
could try to bring about savings over the entire construction proposed 
overseas and in the continental United States, we would accept the 
$54 million cut of the House, which would make our $600,000,000 
instead of $654,000,000. The House cut applies only to the con- 
tinental United States. Do I make that clear, sir? 

Chairman McKeruuar. Yes, sir. 

All right, what was it you wanted to change? 

Secretary Foster. Mr. Chairman, in line with my first comments 
about the $140 million, we would like to propose an insertion between 
lines 19 and 20. 

Chairman McKeuuar. Lines 19 and 20 where? 

Secretary Foster. On page 16. 

Chairman McKexuar. On page 16. 

Secretary Foster. Right after Title I, Military Public Works, to 
have a formal request for this $140 million appropriation, and the 
clerk, I believe, has the formal language that we propose at that point. 
In essence it is to meet the United States’ share of the NATO con- 
struction activity, which furthers our mutual defense in Western 
Europe. One hundred and twenty million is for that purpose, and 
$20 million is for the purpose of new negotiations which take place 
between now and when the Congress meets again. 





PROPOSED AMENDMENT 









Chairman McKe.uar. You want this language: 


For establishment and development of military installations and facilities in 
foreign countries as authorized by the Act of— 


It hasn’t passed yet— 
One hundred and forty million dollars, to remain available until expended. 


Is that the language? 
Secretary Foster. That is correct, sir. 
Senator O’Manoney. May I ask a question? I would like to 
address the question to Secretary Kimball or Admiral Clexton. 
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Last year when we were considering a similar bill on public works 
we struck out a request for certain construction and certain acquisi- 
tion of land at Fort Belvoir. It is my understanding that that is 
not in this bill. 

Secretary Kimpauu. That is right. 

Senator O’Manonry. I should have addressed that to you, Mr. 
Bendetsen. 

Secretary BENDETSEN. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. I was thinking of the Marines for some 
reason or other. I will pass you by. That is out of the bill, is 
it not? 

Secretary BENDETSEN. Yes, sir; it is. 

Chairman McKe iar. Are there any other questions, gentlemen? 

Senator Hitt. Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McKetiar. We are getting close to the time we have 
to mark up the bill. 

Senator Hitu. I have asked him a question about the hospitals 
and I think he should answer it for the record. Will you answer it, 
General Timberlake? 


PER BED COSTS 


General TimBeRLAKE. The cost per bed of a permanent hospital 
is $16,000, and the cost per bed for a semipermanent or 10-year life 
hospital is $10,000. 

Senator Hiiu. Per bed? 

General TimpeRLAKE. Per bed on an average. It varies slightly 
with the different-sized facilities. 

Senator O’Manoney. I would like to also ask the question as to 
the nature of the planning. Last year we sought to eliminate as 
far as possible from the planning for these structures the luxury use 
of stainless steel, and other expensive materials. I wonder if that 
has been done? 

INITIAL BUDGET REQUESTS 


Secretary Foster. That has been done in all cases. These initial 
requests totaled $6 billion when they were first developed by the 
services. Through a process of very careful screening, Senator 
O’Mahoney, we reduced them very substantially before we went to 
either House. During the process in the House further reduction 
had been made, and we believe these are a minimum to meet the 
operational needs and still to give what we must have to balance the 
forces and our equipment. 

Senator O’Manonry. Then your testimony to the committee is that 
this is not planned on the luxury basis, but upon a utilitarian basis? 

Secretary Foster. That is correct. 

Senator O’Manonry. And unnecessary materials have been omitted 
from the planning? 

Secretary Foster. They have beev carefully screened out and we 
believe this to be a rock-bottom request. 

Secretary Finterrer. You can go further in the case of the Air 
Force. A large amount of necessary recreational facilities are not in 
here, and with a corresponding detriment to the morale of the-airmen. 
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NAVY SUPPLY SCHOOL, ATHENS, GA. 


Chairman McKe uar. I have a note here or a memorandum from 
Senator George, Mr. Secretary, in which he wants to know something 
about the Naval Supply School at Athens, Ga. He said the item is 
included in the new public-works authorization bill after submission of 
the budget estimate. I do not know what he means by that. 

Secretary Kimpauu. We have nothing in here for Athens, Ga. 

Admiral CLexton. There are no funds in this bill, Mr. Chairman, 
for the movement of the supply school from Bayonne to Athens, Ga., 
because it was not in the President’s budget, and therefore it cannot 
be in this request. This project was authorized after the submittal 
of the President’s budget. 

Chairman McKe iar. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ture. Mr. Chairman, might I ask of these military forces 
here if any of the funds requested here are to be spent in Minnesota? 

Secretary Foster. Oh, yes. 

Senator Toye. There were a lot of installations read off to us. 

Secretary Foster. Those were only hospitals, sir. 

Senator Tuye. I realize that. 

Secretary Foster. We do include Minnesota. 


ANOKA MILITARY INSTALLATION 


Senator Taye. Mr. Chairman, the reason I raise this question is 
simply this. There has been—and | think this is a proper place to 
bring it up—difficulty between the Metropolitan Airport Commis- 
sion and this Wold-Chamberlin in Minneapolis and the military forces, 


relative to the contract that exists between the Metropolitan Airport 
Commission and the military forces. 

The reason I bring this up is that there is an installation at Anoka, 
and that had been used during World War II. And, Mr. Chairman, 
I believe that if we expand these military installations to take care of 
an expanded military force, that we have the facilities there adjacent 
to or near Minneapolis that might well be examined by the military 
forces, and I think there would be an economy, in the event they 
made use of those installations. 

I want that on the record. 

Chairman McKe tuar. I am sure these gentlemen will look into it, 

Senator Tuyr. I would like the Air Force as well as the Navy to 
examine that, and I should like to meet with you gentlemen some time 
in the fall when Congress is in recess, and we are back in our respective 
States. 

Secretary Kimpatu. We will be very happy to be up there in August. 

Senator Corpon. I have a question, and this has to do with com- 
ments made on pages 33 and 34 of the House report with reference to 
what would appear to be a deliberate intention to mislead the Appro- 
priations Committees with reference to the full amount of the program 
of the Air Force and the method by which they expected to finance it. 

I would like to know what the Secretary has to say about that. 

Secretary Finterrer. I deny that there was any attempt on the 
part of the Air Force to deceive anyone. And as to this particular—— 

Senator Conpon. I understand what the House said. That is 
what I read from. 
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Secretary FINLerreR. Let me read what the House said. 

Senator Conpon. I have read it. 

Secretary Finterrer. What the House said in substance, Senator, 
as I understand it, was that the Air Force requests for certain bases 
were cut by the Bureau of the Budget. In one particular case, for 
example, there was a request for $80,000,000, and the amount allowed 
was $50,000,000. That was at Goose Bay. 

What the House is referring to is that this was done at the last 
moment and in order to effect a reduction of $30,000,000 there was 
an arbitrary cost factor applied, which was openly ‘stated on the 

record to be purely a device to get the $80,000,000 down to the 
$50,000,000. There was not any “attempt to deceive. The whole 
thing was taken on a square basis through the House committee. 


AIR FORCE CONSTRUCTION 


Senator Corpon. I have not reference to that, so far as I know. 
I will have to read what you I have reference to: 


The budget estimate for the Air Force is in the amount of $1.538 billion for 
1953. (As explained at the outset of this chapter of the report, $230 million was 
added to this figure by the House Armed Services Committee to provide military 
installations and facilities in foreign countries where the United States is paying 
the full cost on a unilateral basis. Therefore, the Air Force request totals $1.768 
billion.) The committee recommends $1.2 billion, a reduction of $568 million. 


that is simply the introduction. 


For the purpose of immediate discussion, consider the $1.538 billion requested 
figure. This request is not against authorization of the same amount, but instead 
is against authorization in the amount of $1.860 billion. What the Air Force is 
seeking to do is to obtain funds with which to build facilities costing $1.860 
billion with only $1.588 billion. The reason for this anomaly is that the Bureau 
of the Budget did not permit the Air Force to ask for more than the $1.538 billion. 
At the same time, however, no deletions of any kind or character have been made 
from the actual ‘physical bases, structures, and facilities which the Air Force 
desires to build to cost $1.860 billion. In order to achieve this financial legerder- 
main the Air Force adopted a purely fictitious basis for its appropriation presenta- 
tion to the committee. 
you can understand now my first reference. 

The proposition is this: The Air Force would fund all of the construction in the 
United States only to the extent of 75 percent, and still not leave anything out. 
Overseas, the funding would be 61.745 percent for some projects and 100 percent 
for others. The Air Force insists that this would not mean the construction of 
only 75 percent of a runway and 75 percent of a hangar in the United States, or 
61.745 percent of such facilities overseas. To the contrary, the Air Force intends 
to build each of the facilities in toto. The result is phantom figures which have 
no meaning whatever. 

Secretary Frnuterrer. May I comment on it? 

Senator Corpon. Yes; I want you to comment. 

Secretary Frvterrer. I make the same comment I made before, 
as my comment was in response to that which you just read. 


GOOSE BAY AIR BASE 


The mere use of words like “phantom”’ and such words, does not 
alter the fact that there was no attempt whatsoever to conceal any- 
thing from the House committee. The House committee learned this 
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because it was informed of it. It was an artificial method of costin 

down from, in the case of the Goose Bay figures which are typica 
$80,000,000 to $50,000,000. It was done at the last minute in an 
artificial way and it was so stated clearly on the record. 

There is nothing substantively wrong or procedurally wrong except 
the fact that we did not get the money which we should have. 

Again, to take Goose Bay as an example, what it means is that you 
get started on Goose Bay and then you have to come back for a supple- 
mental to finish Goose Bay. ‘That is all it means. 

Senator Corpon. What are you going to do now. Do you still 
intend to stand by your $1,860 billion program? 

Secretary Finterrer. Of course we do. 

Senator Corpon. And build it in its entirety? 

Secretary Frnterrer. We intend to stand by the program which 
has been authorized, which is to take care of 143 wings, and we are 
trying to get as much money as we can spend during the next fiscal 
year to get that in. 

Senator, it might be useful if Secretary Huggins, who is a specialist 
in this matter, elaborates on my remarks. 

Secretary Huaarns. I would like to say, Senator, that the amount, 
the larger figure represents what we believe we will require to satisfy 
the needs of 143 wings in fiscal year 1953. The amounts which we 
were permitted to ask for are not based upon our requirements, but 
upon our estimated obligation capabilities. 

We know that we cannot build these bases that we are talking about 
for the lower figures which we were permitted to come in for authoriza- 
tion on, and we made that very clear to the committees. They will 
not be complete bases, but the facilities which we will build up there 
under the authorization as passed by the House, and as we hope will 
be passed by the Senate, will be complete increments. That is what 
is meant when we say we will not build 75 percent of a runway. 
We will build the whole runway and defer other items which we believe 
are necessary on the base until we get additional authorization. 

Senator Corvon. I do not think it makes much difference whether 
you build 75 percent of a runway or 80 percent or 100 percent if you 
could not use it after it were built. And you cannot use the runway 
without the other facilities that are incident to its use. 

Secretary Huaarns. That is right. 

Senator Corpon. Consequently, unless you are spending this money 
to complete a project, you can just as well spend it in building 75 per- 
cent of all of it. And until such time as you get authority either in 
contract authority or in a dollar appropriation, in my opinion, under 
the law, you are not entitled to proceed that way. 

Secretary Foster. May I make a comment on that? 

Secretary Frnterrer. We do not agree with that. 

Secretary Fosrrr. It is perfectly possible to have a usable base 
with arunway. You may not have permanent barracks or some other 
facilities, but, in case of need, that runway would be a very usable 
thing to have. 

Senator Corpon. If something has been authorized and you ask 
for money for that, it is for the thing that has been authorized, and 
not something less than that, and the Congress is entitled to know. 
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Secretary Foster. The Air Force has been perfectly clear, on what 
they requested. They asked for a complete runway, but they do not 
intend, nor do they tell the Congress 

Senator Corpon. I am not interested in what they do or do not 
intend. I am interested in the law. Maybe you know better than 
I do what it is. 

Secretary Foster. I do not know the law better than you do. I 
am trying to tell you what the Air Force told the Congress what they 
intended to build. 

Senator Corpon. You did not intend to tell the Congress anything. 
This is a phantasy. 

BUDGET BUREAU ACTION 


Senator O’Manonry. What was told the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Gartock. Everyone participated in this, Senator. Repre- 
sentatives of the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Bureau of 
the Budget worked in conjunction with the Air Force in attempting 
to calculate Air Force requirements for additional construction funds. 
Due consideration was given to the authorization, unobligated bal- 
ances, and the capabilities of the Air Force to apply such funds to 
actual construction contracts. From these analyses it appeared that 
additional funds in the amount of $1.5 billion would be required to 
sustain current construction rates. At the time of this study the 
Air Force elected to request funds on a percentage basis against the 
authorization at each station. Although the specific items to be 
funded are not yet identified, the total dollar request is believed to be 
a reasonable estimate of the amount which the Air Force can apply 
to construction in those areas of their program having highest priority. 

They will always follow the policy of complete, usable increments 
in going forward with money. 

Senator Corpon. Do I understand today that you have advised 
the House as to the extent of your expenditures on these several 
projects specifically? 

Mr. Garuock. I did not testify. 

Senator Corpon. Has anybody testified to that, or did you do it? 

Secretary Finuerrer. Yes, we did. 

Senator Corpon. Will you furnish this committee with the same 
information? 

Secretary Finuerrer. We will be glad to. We can give the com- 
plete presentation we gave to the House committee. 

Senator Corpon. Last year when you presented your building 
program to this committee, you furnished reasonably comprehensive 
data with respect to each of your projects, and I am speaking now of 
the Department of Defense, and not the Air Force alone. 

That was data that could be checked, and the result of a study of it 
was shown in the action of the Congress last year in that field. 

From your report here on hospitals, I assume they paid off to the 
American taxpayers. 

Have you such data this year? 

Secretary Foster. Yes, sir; we have, and we have presented it to 
the other committees and will be happy to present it to this committee. 

Senator Corpon. I would like to have it. ; 

Secretary Foster. We will be happy to present it to you, Senator. 
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PREPARED STATEMENTS 


Chairman McKe iar. Are there any further questions, gentlemen? 
If not, we are very much obliged to you gentlemen. 

If there is any one of you who has a statement you would like to 
present, you can turn it over to the reporter. 

(The statements referred to follow: ) 


STATEMENT OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am appearing here today to begin the Army’s 
presentation of its request for ll = egg ne in the amount of 679.5 millions of 
dollars for military construction. he amount is $25,449,000 more than has 
been authorized by the House in H. R. 8120. The Army has requested the 
Senate Armed Services Committee to restore the $25,449,000 which is for con- 
struction of overseas classified projects. 

The sum of $679.5 million being requested of you this year for publie-works 
construction represents what is needed for emergency military construction. It 
does not reflect any appropriation to deal with our backlog of construction needs 
for our permanent Military Establishment that must be met some day. In the 
presentation that will be made before you to justify the request made, we are 
talking exclusively about what we must have during this emergency period when 
it is so essential to continue to expand our facility base in furthernce of our 
readiness position. 

Had the readiness dates originally established remained unchanged, the mini- 
mum si iene, which of necessity we would have sought, would be $1.8 
billion. he reduced figure of $679.5 million being requested reflects a rephasing 
of military construction in consonance with the stretch-out, with which you are 
familiar. 

Since about 2 years elapse between the time the Congress authorizes and appro- 
priates the necessary funds for a new building and the time that the building is 
actually ready for occupancy, we are forced to plan well ahead for our needs for 
military construction. This planning is essential if we are to have the facilities 
necessary for the maintenance and operation of the Army’s personnel and ma- 
tériel. he Army presented a large construction program to you last year which 
you approved. lam happy to say that we are following that program with very 
little change or deviation. There are a few deficiency items which are developing 
in the research and development field which will be presented during this hearing. 

The program objectives for the requested appropriation were projected in the 
light of the existing situation last summer and guidance was furnished our field 
commands during September. Within the scope of the guidance furnished, the 
field submitted a program of $3.8 billion. A review group was established in the 
Department of the Army to scrutinize and weigh carefully this program. The 
review group was directed to include only projects which were needed in light of 
the changing Department of Defense plans. After hearing witnesses from all 
commands from the United States and overseas, a requirements program was 
developed and approved by the Secretary of the Army. It called for a new 
authorization bill in the amount of $1.9 billion, and, concurrently, a request for 
appropriations in the amount of $1.8 billion. This program was submitted to 
the Secretary of Defense in December. 

As a result of changes made in the fiscal year 1953 over-all defense appropriation 
request, as well as certain changes in the research and development field, and the 
decision to limit seriously the amount of family housing which might be requested, 
the program was reduced to the amount now being requested. 

The request for appropriation being presented to you, as compared with out- 
standing and new authorization, is as follows: 


Existing authorization (fiscal year 1952 and prior years)........ $272, 800, 000 
Fiscal year 1953 authorization....._._._.-._.._---- 
Fiseal year 1953 appropriation 


We are requesting appropriations for all new authorization except for $2 million 
for projects at one installation. 

Hereafter, I shall confine my discussion to the amounts being requested for 
appropriation and will describe to you in general terms the particular projects 
concerned. 

I will discuss first the continental United States requirements; second, the 
overseas permanent and general areas; and then the foreign areas. 
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CONSTRUCTION WITHIN CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES 


Of the total Army fiscal year 1953 appropriation request of $679.5 million, 
$253.8 million is for construction in the United States and breaks down into the 
following broad categories: 

Research and development, $61.2 million.—The need for $61.2 million for Army 
research and development projects has been considered highly essential by eminent 
scientists of the panels and committees of the Research and Development Board 
and should be provided at an early date to meet specific research and development 
program objectives. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

There are no existing Army-owned or civilian buildings available for this purpose 
as the requested facilities are generally unique types of structures. 

Troop barracks, $36.1 million.—The $36.1 million item asked for troop housing 
is for the construction of 16,000 permanent spaces costing $35 million and 1,040 
modified emergency spaces costing $1.1 million This compares with approx- 
imately $210 million authorized in fiscal year 1952 for 78,600 permanent, 14,000 
modified emergency, and 2,250 emergency type. 

Maintenance and shop facilities, $38.1 million.—The $38.1 million for equipment 
maintenance and shop facilities included in this item are mainly due to the 
assignment of new or expanded troop-training missions which require the use 
of new, heavier, bulkier, more complex troop equipment. The requirements for 
repair of this equipment make necessary the expansion of existing maintenance 
shops and structures. Floors and hardstanding will not bear the heavier loads, 
higher roofs are required, and larger capacity traveling cranes are needed to 
handle the equipment under repair. Also, the added workload due to increases 
in the amount of heavy combat equipment assigned to Infantry and Armored 
divisions, as compared to World War II allowances, requires larger capacity 
maintenance shops. 

AAA defense program, $25 million.—The $25 million for support of the anti- 
aircraft defense program within continental United States is a continuation of 
the program initiated in fiscal year 1951. Fully trained units are now becoming 
available in larger numbers for stationing in the vicinity of critical target areas 
and the program for defense of the United States has been well integrated with 
the large Air Force program. It is estimated that about 80 percent of this amount 
will be expended for on-site defense facilities and 20 percent for logistical back-up. 

Land acquisition, $18.1 million —The $18.1 million requested for land acquisi- 
tion is for 153,971 acres at 11 locations. The major portion of this acquisition is 
for the expansion of three installations (Forts Bragg, Hood, and Knox) to provide 
adequate land area to fire the 90- and 120-millimeter tanks and for maneuvers. 

Utilities, $16.4 million —The $16.4 million for utilities is for the construction of 
new facilities and the extension and rehabilitation of existing facilities. Included 
in the list are water supply, distribution, treatment, and storage; electrical dis- 
tribution and substations; sewage treatment plants and collection systems; heat- 
ing plants; street lighting; sprinkler systems and storm drainage. 

Training facilities, $15.4 million—The $15.4 million for training facilities is for 
schools, classrooms, and field training aids. The major portion of this amount is 
for two schools, the Artillery School at Fort Bliss, $3.1 million; and the combined 
AG and Finance School at Fort Benjamin Harrison, $7.6 million. 

Operational and administrative, $12.8 million.—The $12.8 million for adminis- 
trative and operational facilities includes approximately $4 million for adminis- 
trative facilities and $8.8 million for operational facilities at Field Force instal- 
lations. Included in the administrative facilities portion of this category is an 
addition to the post headquarters at Fort Meade, an administration building in 
the shop area at Fort Eustis, new administration buildings at Auburn General 
Depot and Marietta Depot, a headquarters and administrative building in the 
Engineer Replacement Training Center at Fort Belvoir, an addition to the exist- 
ing headquarters building at Atlanta General Depot, and an administration 
building at Camp Gordon, Ga. Some major items included in the operational 
portion are a fire security building at Detroit Arsenal, a map reproduction build- 
ing for the Army Map Service, materials laboratories at Fort Bliss, a parachute 
storage and issue building at Fort Bragg, an addition to the central heating plant 
at Madigan Army Hospital and related operational type storage and issue facil- 
ities at various Army installations. 

Storage facilities, $11.9 million.—The $11.9 million for closed and open storage 
facilities is for projects at Granite City Engineer Depot, Deseret Chemical Depot, 
Sierra Ordnance Depot, Belle Mead General Depot, Columbus General Depot, 
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Atlanta General Depot, Memphis General Depot, Sharpe General Depot, Auburn 
General Depot, Louisville Signal Depot, and Anniston Ordnance Depot. 

bw Emergency construction, $5 million—The $5 million for emergency construction 
is for restoration or replacement of facilities damaged or destroyed and provision 
for other urgent unforeseeable construction requirements. 

Miscellaneous categories, $5 million—The $5 million is for roads, railroads, 
community, airfield, and communication facilities and other miscellaneous minor 
projects not included in the above general broad categories of construction. 

Wherry housing support, $5 million.—The $5 million for Wherry housing sup- 
port is to assist the Army in obtaining family housing at permanent installations 
by providing, where required, sites and utilities for the erection of family quarters 
by civilian interests under the Wherry Housing Act. 

Advance design, $3 million.—Three million dollars is included within continental 
United States for advance design of proposed fiscal year 1954 projects. By 
judicious use of this sum, the Army will be able to initiate detailed design of the 
more complicated projects, primarily in the research and development area, and 
thus present you with firm estimates at the time we appear before you next year. 

Family quarters, $800,000.—The $800,000 for family housing is for the con- 
struction of 56 family housing units at 3 installations. This is just a token amount 
of the over-all shortage of approximately 85,000 housing units required for the 
support of our peacetime Regular Army, 

(Discussion off the record.) 


OVERSEAS PERMANENT AND GENERAL AREAS 


This area includes unclassified projects totaling $130.1 million for continuation 
of the programs in Alaska, Okinawa, Caribbean, and Hawaii, and for unforseeable 
emergency-type projects and advance design in all overseas areas. The break- 
down is as follows: 

$71.9 million for continuation of construction in support of a permanent Army 
force in Alaska. This amount is 36 percent of the outstanding requirement which 
is planned to be completely funded by fiscal year 1956 with construction being 
essentially completed during fiscal year 1958, 6 years from now. 

$47.7 million for continuation of construction in support of a permanent force 
in Okinawa. This amount represents 25 percent of the outstanding requirement 
which is planned to be completely funded by fiscal year 1957 with construction 
being essentially completed during fiscal year 1959, 7 years from now. 

$5 million for overseas unforeseeable emergency projects, similar to that being 
requested for continental United States. 

$3.5 million for operational, medical and administrative facilities in the Carib- 
bean, 50 percent of which is for an ordnance repair shop at Corozal. 

$2 million is for advance design of fiscal year 1954 proposed projects in all overs 
seas areas similar to that being requested for continental United States as previ- 
ously discussed. 

$39 thousand for a direction-finding station in Hawaii to support Army opera- 
tions in that area. 

$130.1 million total. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

FOREIGN ARBAS 


This portion of the Army construction request amounts to $269.2 million for 
construction of facilities in foreign countries which are being occupied by the 
Army on a temporary basis in the Pacific and European areas, 

(Discussion off the record.) 

In conclusion, I would like to restate that if it were not for the stretch-out of 
our rate of build-up with which you are familiar, our request for appropriation 
would have been materially greater. In this request we are proposing only urgent 
projects which are directly concerned with the current emergency and our readi- 
ness preparation program. We are not asking this year for appropriation of any 
portion of the projects which eventually will be required to replace our rapidly 
deteriorating temporary plant. 


(SR 
STATEMENT OF Dan A, Kimpatu, SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am glad to appear before this 
committee to justify the Navy’s public-works requirements for fiscal year 1953. 
The Navy is requesting funds in the amount of $392,118,840 to carry out our 
enti construction program for the improvement and expansion of the 
Shore Establishment. 
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I believe that these funds will enable the Navy to provide for the most urgently 
needed facilities of our public-works construction program during fiscal year 1953 
which are required for the support of our operating forces. ee ace 

I particularly wish to emphasize that all of the projects included in this"program 
will provide usable facilities, complete in themselves for the purpose intended. 
Further increments of construction will, of course, be required at some installations 
to make them capable of carrying out their mission completely, but the funds 
requested in this program will in each case provide a ‘‘going concern’’ which could 
be used at the capacity provided even though no further funds were made available. 

The primary purpose of the Naval Shore Establishment is to provide the neces- 
sary logistic support for our fleet and the Fleet Marine Force. The continuing 
threats to our national security, together with major advancements in technology 
have directly increased the scope, character, and magnitude of the Shore Estab’ 
lishment’s responsibilities. 

For post World War II construction from fiscal year 1948 up to and including 
the-regular 1951 appropriation, $232,755,200 was made available. These pre- 
Korean public-works programs emphasized research-and-development facilities, 
and included funds for maintenance items as well as for capital improvements. 
This amount, although substantial, was not sufficient to prevent certain de- 
terioration or to keep pace with technological advances. 

With the commencement of hostilities in Korea, the Navy and Marine Corps 
responsibilities increased substantially in all respects. The decision of the Presi- 
dent and the Congress to build up our forces has been reflected in increased appro- 
priations for shore facilities to provide the necessary logistic support. Accord- 
ingly, in the three supplementals enacted in fiscal year 1951 and the 1952 appro- 
priation, there was appropriated a total of $1,208,474,000 for public works. 

At this time, I wish to point out to the committee that of the money appropri- 
ated, since 1948, by the Congress for public works, totaling approximately $1,440,- 
000,000, about $950,000,000 was placed under contract on or prior to June 30, 
1952, and approximately $530,000,000 has been actually expended. 

The balance still remaining to be obligated totals approximately $490,000,000. 
Plans and specifications have been prepared, and bid openings and awards for 
contracts during July will total about $172,000,000. Our schedule provides that 
the remaining sum approximating $318,000,000 will be substantially obligated by 
November 1, 1952. 

I cite these figures to emphasize the fact that we have been moving forward with 
due dispatch—but always with caution. Had the Navy resorted to negotiated 
procedures, rather than to formal advertising in awarding construction contracts, 
more progress would be evident. It is our belief, however, that it is more prudent 
to accept the delays frequently occasioned by preparing plans and specifications, 
formally advertising for competitive bids, and awarding contracts on a fixed-price 
basis to the lowest responsible bidder, then to incur the possible additional costs 
and criticism involved in awarding contracts by negotiation, and on a cost-plus- 
fixed-fee basis. 

In the preparation of the 1953 program it was found that approximately $2.7 
billion was needed to accomplish a full state of readiness in the Shore Estab- 
ment. It was realized, however, that all of the necessary and required projects 
could not be accomplished in the fiscal year. Upon a review of our requirements, 
it was determined that approximately $1.3 billion in appropriations were essential 
for fiscal year 1953 in order to maintain a planned Raden of readiness in the 
Shore Establishment. 

Several screenings resulted in the following estimate now before this committee. 
The amount of the estimate totals $392,119,840, of which $130,349,840 is for 
projects previously authorized and $261,770,000 fs for projects to be included in the 
authorization bill, H. R. 8120. 

The basic criteria established by the Secretary of Defense relating to the public- 
works program includes, but is not limited to, the following: 

1. Facilities to be included will be limited to minimum operational and logistic 
requirements for forces approved for June 30, 1953. 

2. Computation of requirements will be based upon maximum use of existing 
facilities. 

3. Permanent construction will be limited to— 

(a) Projects at permanent installations in the continental United States, and 
at such overseas locations as Alaska and Okinawa, to accommodate only pe 
nent requirements at each installation for authorized budgetary strength of forces 
in being July 1, 1950. 

(6) Those projects for which the need is demonstrably permanent and is inde- 
pendent of troop strength. The remainder of the projects will be of temporary- 
type construction 
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4. New service-operated production facilities, or expansions, will be limited to 
those necessary to meet production schedules through fiseal year 1953 on a one- 
shift basis, insofar as possible. 

5. With reference to housing, particularly in the continental United States, 
maximum use will be made of title VIII of the Federal Housing Act, which per- 
mits construction by private capital of living quarters for Department of Defense 
personnel and their dependents. 

It is my opinion that it is absolutely essential that the full amount $404,850,740 
be appropriated because only urgent and necessary projects required in the 
present emergency are contained in this request. 

This amounts to a reclama over the House bill $8,370 of three projects: 


(a) Post maintenance shop, Quantico, Va : $1, 000, 000 
(b) Administration Building, Quantico, Va__---- --- 1, 210, 000 
(c) Naval air station, Lincoln, Nebr-_-- 3, 500, 000 


5, 710, 000 
386, 409, 840 


.. 392, 119, 840 


Senator O’Manonny. Mr. Chairman, dies the testimony with 
respect to the hospitals and the various Air Force bases, Senator 
Ellender made a request for some definite information. 

An officer is here now to give that definite information. 
he can read it into the record. 

Chairman McKe .uar. Let it be printed in the record, and we can 
see it then. 

Senator O’Manoney. He will furnish it. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF 


1953 


Total reclama 
H. R. 8370, House bill. _ - 


Total Navy request_.. 


I think 


Arr Forcr 


H. R. 8120, passed by the House of Representatives on June 12, 1962, authorized 
the construction of the ' following hospitals 


Size of hospital 


Station Existing facilities 
Square feet | 


. Clinton NAS Oklahoma... 
2. a Airport, 


. Lakeland Ai ort Fla...... 
. Little Rock, : 
. Plattsburg huvveciin. WN. Y¥. 


$240, 000 
1, 088, 000 


213, 000 
450, 000 
1, 736, 000 


Clinical facility 


10, 000 | 
“| 100/200 


68, 025 


75-bed hospital. 
Nothing existing. 


Do. 
Do. 
| Not satisfactory 
| has lost 


12, 500 | 
25, 000 | 
108, 500 


25 (infirmary) 
50... = 
150/300 and 
| identity 
| through conversions 
| | _by college. 
| 100/100 57, 415 919, 000 | Nothing existing. 
150/300 108, 500 1, 736, 000 Do. 


25 (infirmary) 


. Selman Field, La_. 
. Sioux City Municipal Air- 
port, Iowa. 
8, Stead, AFB, Reno, Nev... 12, 500 213,000 | Nothing existing, hos- 
| pitalization at VA 
facility Reno. 
Nothing existing. 
50-bed authorized in 
fiscal year 1951. 


Add to dispensary 


150/300 
| 25 (addition). 


126, 740 | 
17, 583 


. Tye Field, Abilene, Tex 


‘ 3, 042, 000 | 
. Larson AFB, Washington 


422, 000 


. Niagara Falls Municipal | 
Airport, N. Y. 

2. Otis FB, Massachusetts. . 

: Charlotte ‘Count Airport, 
Punta Gorda, Fla. 

. Blytheville Municipal Air- | 25 (infirmary) 
port, Arkansas. 


5. Bunker Hill NAS, Indiana! 100/150_. 
j. Galveston Municipal Air- | Clinical addition 


12 (addition) 1, 640 | 39, 000 





12 (infirmary) _--- 


95,000 | Nothing existing. 
6 (infirmary) 


75, 000 | Do. 
213, 000 | 





Existing World War | 
150 beds not econom- 
ically reparable. 

Nothing existing. 

Added to 40 beds at 


1, 088, 000 | 
240, 000 | 


port, Texas, 

. Raleigh-Durham Airport, 
North Carolina. 

. Hammonton, N. J 

. Headquarters reservation 
and development, Mary- | 
land. 


Total 


21648—52—-—37 


25 (infirmary) 


| 
30 (infirmary)... .-- 


6 (infirmary) 


213, 000 


270, 000 | 


80, 000 


12, 372, 000 


Ft. Crockett. 
Nothing existing. 


Do. 
Do. 
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Hovsine AND Homer Financre AGENCY 
LOW-RENT PUBLIC HOUSING PROGRAM 


Chairman McKettar. I also have two letters from the Housin 
and Home Finance Agency addressed to the chairman, which wil 
appear in the record at this point. 

(The letters referred to follow:) 


Hovsine AND Home Finance AGENCY, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 
Washington, D. C., July 1, 1952. 
Hon. Kennetu D. McKee tar, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR McKe war: In connection with the Supplemental Appro- 
priation bill for 1953 (H. R. 8370), I desire to call to the attention of your com- 
mittee an amendment which was added when the bill was under consideration on 
the House floor and which, if retained in the bill, would, in my considered opinion, 
establish an extremely undesirable precedent and could well result in the loss to 
the Federal Government of very substantial amounts of money. This amend- 
ment which was added to the $50,000,000 appropriation to the Housing and 
Home Finance Administrator for the construction of urgently needed defense 
housing reads as follows: 

“No part of this appropriation may be used for administrative expenses or to 
pay salaries to any employee within the Public Housing Administration or for any 
other purposes so long as that agency proceeds with any public-housing project 
after such project has been rejected or previous approval thereof canceled by the 
governing body of the locality by resolution or otherwise or by public vote and the 
governing body has recognized local liability to reimburse the Federal Govern- 
ment for funds, if any, advanced on such project prior to such cancellations.” 

As you know, this amendment grows out of a local controversy between the 
city council and the city of Los Angeles and the mayor of that city with respect to 
the present low-rent public housing program. The Los Angeles Housing Author- 
ity had entered into a valid contract with the Public Housing Administration after 
the city council had twice given the required approvals of such a course of action. 
About 2 years thereafter, the city council sought to rescind its prior approval. 
The matter was litigated and the Supreme Court of California held that the action 
of the city council in purporting to rescind its previous approval was unauthorized 
and illegal. Following the June 3 election in the city of Los Angeles when the 
citizens voted against the proposition submitted in connection with public hous- 
ing, various amendments were introduced in the Congress which would have had 
the effect of requiring the Public Housing Administration by unilateral action 
and without the consent of the other party to the contract to cancel and abrogate 
its valid contract with the Los Angeles Housing Authority. On no less than three 
occasions, the Senate has rejected such proposals. I think it is now reasonably 
well agreed that any legislation which directs the United States to cancel a con- 
tract without the consent of the other party violates the due process clause of the 
fifth amendment. For example, Congressman McDonough, the sponsor of this 
amendment which was added to the Supplemental Appropriation bill, himself 
recognized that fact in a recent colloquy with the general counsel of this agency. 
That colloquy, which is included in the material which Congressman McDonough 
inserted in the Record in connection with his amendment, appears in column 2 on 
page 8427 of the Record of June 27 as follows: 

“Mr. Firzpatrick. * * * If the Los Angeles Authority comes to us and 
pays off the obligation under the contract, we have to terminate it. But the 
other party has to come to us and pay off and get the cancellation. We cannot 
ourselves simply cut off. I have suggested that remedy—— 

“Mr. McDonovuacu. Let me interrupt you at that point. I understand that 
you cannot cut off because’ that would be unilateral action. You can, however, 
accede to the request of the Los Angeles Public Housing Authority to cancel the 
contract. 

“Mr. Firzpatrick. Oh, yes; provided they pay us back.” b 

I think it is significant chsihtore that the amendment included in the supple- 
mental appropriation bill does not direct the United States or the Public Housing 
Administration to cancel the contract. In effect, it says you may not spend any 
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part of the $50,000,000 appropriated for the construction of urgently needed 
defense housing unless you do cancel or abrogate the terms of that contract by 
proceeding no further under it. It therefore leaves the agency in the completely 
untenable position either of repudiating the specific terms of a valid contract with 
the Los Angeles Housing Authority—and involving the Government by that action 
in unnecessary time-consuming and expensive litigation—or of being unable to 
provide for urgently needed defense housing. 

I desire also to call your attention to the fact that, in all of the discussions con- 
cerning this local controversy in Los Angeles, there has been universal agreement 
that in the event that the Los Angeles Housing Authority desires to cancel its 
contract, the Government is to be fully reimbursed for all of the funds which it 
has advanced under that contract. These advances amount to more than 
$13,000,000. The language of the amendment to the supplemental appropri- 
ation bill, however, does not make adequate provision for repayment of moneys 
advanced by the Government. It simply requires that the governing body ‘‘has 
recognized local liability to reimburse the Federal Government.”’ Presumably, 
this provision could be interpreted as having been fully satisfied if the city council 
were to say in effect, “Yes, we recognize we are liable; go ahead and sue us for the 
money.” This gives me special concern in the light of recent developments re- 
ported in the June 25 edition of the Los Angeles Times as follows: 

“The surprising statement that Mayor Bowron can extricate the city from its 
$110,000,000 Federal public-housing contracts, disapproved by the voters at the 
last election without a ‘single dime’ of expense to the city was made to the city 
council yesterday by City Attorney Ray L. Chesebro. 

“Chesebro told the city legislators that all the mayor has to do is to ask the 
federally financed city housing authority to default on its contracts with the 
Federal Housing Administration. 

* * * * % * * 

“Previously the only information given to the councilmen was that if they 
were successful in canceling the housing contracts they would have to 
refund money already spent on the projects, variously estimated between 
$8,000,000 and $13,000,000. * * *,” 

For the information of your committee, I should also like to indicate that I 
have discussed this amendment at length with the General Accounting Office and, 
while of course I cannot presume to speak for the Comptroller General, it is 
certainly my distinct impression that they share my serious concern about this 
amendment. 

H. R. 8370 also includes certain appropriations and authorizations for this 
agency approved by the House of Representatives after consideration of estimates 
submitted by the President in House Document 507. 

In each instance, the amounts provided in the House bill are reductions from 
the budget estimates. While we should have preferred to see the budget estimates 
approved as submitted, it is our conclusion after careful study of the amounts in 
the House bill that they should prove sufficient to support these several activities, 
if carefully conserved, until the Congress reconvenes. Accordingly, taking into 
account the many burdens on the time of your committee and the few days remain- 
ing before the Congress will recess or adjourn, [ do not believe it is necessary for 
us to appear in connection with these items. However, I should be grateful if you 
would call this letter to the attention of the members of your committee and cause 
it to be inserted in the record of the committee’s consideration of the pending bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rayrmonp M. Foury, Administrator. 


Hon. Kenneta D. McKe.tar, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Senator McKe .ar: This will supplement my letter of July 1, 1952, 
concerning the Supplemental Appropriation bill for 1953 (H. R. 8370). That 
letter inadvertently omitted one significant item in connection with this bill 
which should be called to the attention of your committee. It is very important 
from an operating standpoint that defense housing provided pursuant to title III 
of the Defense Housing and Community Facilities and Services Act of 1951, as 
amended, be exempted from the operations of the limitation contained in the 
Independent Offices Appropriation Act of 1953, on nonadministrative expenses of 
the Public Housing Administration. Such expenses are mainly costs of operations 
and maintenance, such as utilities, payments in lieu of taxes, etc. 
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This proposal was not submitted in the request for defense housing appropria- 
tions, because at the time the appropriation request was submitted the limitation 
on nonadministrative expenses of the Public Housing Administration (adopted 
by the House of Representatives) had been deleted from the bill by the Senate. 
This same situation prevailed at the time that I testified before the House Appro- 
priations Committee. 

Subsequent to that date, however, a conference report on the Independent 
Offices Appropriation Act of 1953 was filed, which contained such a limitation on 
nonadministrative expenses of the Public Housing Administration. While this 
Conference Report was recommitted by the House, this particular item was not 
in controversy and it can reasonably be assumed that the revised conference 
report will contain such a limitation. In order, therefore, to operate the defense 
housing provided by the appropriation contained in H. R. 8370, it is necessary 
that the limitation either be made not applicable to this housing or the limitation 
be increased to provide for the operation of this housing. 

It is recommended that defense housing provided under Public Law 139 be 
exempted from the operation of the limitation for the following reasons: 

1. It is diffeult to determine at this time precisely how many housing units will 
be developed from the appropriated funds. Several types of housing are developed 
with the defense housing funds, such as trailers, portables, relocatables, and 
permanents. The average cost per unit for this housing varies from $3,570 for the 
trailer units, $5,200 for the portable units, and $8,500 to $10,000 for the reloca- 
tables and permanent units. It can be readily seen, therefore, that the program- 
ing by type—which, of course, occurs after the funds have been appropriated—has 
a considerable effect upon the total number of units which can be provided from 
the a gh ae funds. 

2. It is difficult to estimate with any degree of accuracy the proportion of the 
year which the projects will be available for occupancy and in operation; vet the 
period of project operation largely determine the cost of project operations. 

3. It is difficult to determine at this time what management arrangements will 
be made for the operation of these projects. When projects are located in areas 
where there are experienced local housing authorities it is the practice of the 
Agency to utilize them in the management of the projects through a leasing ar- 
rangement. Where this is not possible, the Public Wesnslad Administration might 
manage the project directly, or might arrange with one of the military services 
to handle these operations on a reimbursable basis. The nonadministrative 
limitation in the Independent Offices Appropriation Act of 1953 pertains only to 
these direct operations. Therefore, the volume of direct operations is pai ticularly 
important in developing a reasonable estimate of nonadministrative expense 
requirements for the operation of these projects. 

For these reasons it is believed advisable to exempt the defense-housing projects 
from the operation of the nonadministrative expense limitation. Our best esti- 
mate, making assumptions on all of the above items, is that the total nonadmin- 
istrative expenses in connection with the operation of the defense housing provided 
for in the appropriation under H. R. 8370 is that it will cost approximately $1 
million. Project rental income will be more than sufficient to meet these expenses, 
and accordingly no appropriation is required. 

I would call the committee’s attention to the fact that the exemption proposed 
would be limited to defense housing provided under the new legislation enacted 
by the Congress in Public Law 139. Thus it would not apply to low-rent pro- 
jects or to war and defense housing built under the Lanham Act, which would con- 
tinue to be governed by the limitation. 

There is transmitted herewith a draft of language for insertion in H. R. 8370 
which would accomplish the purpose recommended herein. I hope this amend- 
ment will receive favorable consideration from your committee. 

Sincerely vours, 
RayMmonp M. Fo.ey, 
Administrator. 


ProposED AMENDMENT TO THE SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION Act, 1953 


Page 17, line 8: Strike out the period and substitute a semicolon, and add the 
following language: ‘‘and the limitation under said head on expenses of the 
Public Housing Administration other than administrative expenses shall not be 
applicable to expenses relating to housing provided pursuant to title IN of the 
ae Housing and Community Facilities and Services Act of 1951 (Public 

aw 139).” 
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Chairman McKe.uar. I have here a letter, with enclosure, from 
Senator Benton, of Connecticut, which will be inserted in the record. 
(The letter referred to follows:) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Jornt COMMITTER ON THE EcoNoMIC REPORT, 
July 2, 1952. 
Hon. KennetH McKe..ar, 
Chairman, Commiitee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator: I am enclosing herewith a copy of a telegram I have received 
from 8S. B. Butler, superintendent of schools, Groton, Conn., in regard to the 
$11,570,000 item and the $80,000,000 item contained in H. R. 8370, dated June 
24th. 

I would appreciate your bringing the views of this constituent to the attention 
of the committee, and have it printed in your official hearings. 

Very sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM BENTON, 
United States Senator. 


Day Letrer TELEGRAM SENT TO CONNECTICUT MEMBERS OF CONGRESS JUNE 
24, 1952 


Board of Education, town of Groton, Conn., urgently requests favorable action 
before adjournment on deficiency appropriation of $11,570,000 recommended by 
Bureau of Budget in May to make it possible to pay school current expense 
entitlements under Public Law 874 in full for present fiscal year. Understand 
provision for same is in fourth supplemental appropriation bill, which last we 
knew a week ago was in House Appropriations Ceemantttee. Initial 1952 appro- 


priation proved to be sufficient to cover only 75 percent of entitlements established 
by all federally affected school districts, so that without supplemental actual 
payments will be 25 percent short. To town of Groton this means deficiency of 
$41,500 in anticipated income budgeted on basis of certificate of entitlement 
established. This shortage would require 14% mills of local property taxation to 


make up another year. Combined shortage for various Connecticut towns about 
$150,000. Public Law 874 set up formula for measure of federally caused school 
expense load and for payment which would adequately bear Federal share of it. 
Law fails of purpose if affected communities cannot with confidence budget 
entitlements established under the formula as dependable income. Supple- 
mental passed a year ago for same purpose in previous fiscal year after similar 
urgent representations by those of us affected did create confidence in this legis- 
lation. Please do all you can to continue it by pushing favorable action for same 
purpose again this year. 
8S. B. Burier, 
Superintendent of Schools, Groton, Conn. 


Chairman McKe tar. I have received a letter from Director Ellis 
Arnall, Office of Price Stabilization, which will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


Orrice OF PRICE STABILIZATION, 
Washington, D. C., June 30, 1952. 
Hon. Kenneta McKE.var, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Senator: The action by the House of Representatives in reducing 
the amount requested for the Office of Price Stabilization will in my opinion per- 
mit the carrying out only to a limited degree of the congressional dictate contained 
in title IV of the Defense Production Act, as amended. 

The following table shows a comparison between the estimated personnel for 
the Office of Price Stabilization during the fiscal year 1953, as contained in the 
President’s budget request, and the number of employees possible under the 
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recommended allocation to the Office of Price Stabilization of $36,500,000, based 
upon the appropriation bill as approved by the House of Representatives: 


Estimated at beginning of eae Estimated at beginning of 
month under— | month under— 


1| 
President’s | 


President’s a 
budget House bill 


House bill budget 


IT i cticne iil 12, 129 2,129 || January-.-....- 11, 169 5, 200 

August 11, 969 | { || February........-- | 11, 009 | 5, 200 

September | 11, 809 | 5: i Peeren. 6... te a 10, 849 5, 200 

October | 11, 649 | t REL 2355 banca ee 10, 750 | 5, 200 

November 11, 489 | , 200 || May_-. . ; 10, 750 640 

December 11, 329 | 5, 200 || June____- Seeais 10, 750 | 300 
| 


The last column assumes continuation of the present staff of the Office of 
Price Stabilization for the month of July 1952, during which time reduction-in- 
force notices must be issued to 6,929 employees. The remaining 5,200 will serve 
as the operational staff of the agency until the expiration of the Defense Produe- 
tion Act on April 30, 1953. The employment shown for the months of May and 
June 1953 are employees to be engaged in liquidating the agency. It is assumed 
that liquidation will continue for 4 months into fiscal year 1954. Of the staff 
of 5,200, it is believed that the best distribution will call for the employment of 
1,800 in the national office, a cut of approximately 700 persons, and a field staff 
of 3,400, a reduction from current employment in excess of 64 percent. In order 
to accomplish the reduction in the field, it will be necessary to eliminate a number 
of district offices completely and drastically reduce the others. We plan to retain 
all the regional offices, but their staffs will be cut in excess of 50 percent. 

In the administration of ceiling-price regulations, serious operational difficulties 
are expected. The chief complaint today with respect to the operations of 
OPS is the delay in processing price actions with respect to individual business- 
men. This situation will be greatly aggravated due to the reduction in staff. 
The result of the delay will be either the encouragement of noncompliance on the 
part of the businessman who will not or cannot wait for an answer from OPS, 
or hardship on the part of the businessman who conscientiously follows the price 
regulations. The workload of the agency with respect to the processing of in- 
dividual price actions has been rendered more burdensome by reason of the 
amendments incorporated in the Defense Production Act just passed by the Con- 
gress. While the amended act relieves OPS from some minor workload with 
respect to the control of fruits and vegetables, it definitely increase the potential 
work by requiring the application of the Herlong amendment to regulations 
issued prior to July 31, 1951, and by other technical procedural requirements 
imposed on the agency. 

This major amputation of personnel will have a general weakening effect upon 
the price-stabilization program. The efforts of the agency to obtain compliance 
with its regulations will have to be reduced to a minimum since it is to be expected 
that almost our entire staff will be engaged in activities pertaining to the ad- 
ministrative requirements of the price regulations. As a result, there simply 
will not be enough people in the field to distribute regulations to the trade, ex- 
plain their contents, and bring about voluntary compliance with them. The 
enforcement staff will be reduced so as to permit investigation of only the most 
flagrant violations. Delays also may be expected in the issuing of legal inter- 
pretations to OPS regulations and in the revision or amendment of existing 
regulations to meet changing economic conditions. 

It is assumed that the action of the House in cutting the amount requested for 
the operas of OPS is based upon a desire to effect an economy without reduc- 
tion in efficiency; however, the drastic curtailment in necessary personnel will 
seane the e fliciency of the agency’s operation. I regard it as one of my primary 
responsibilities to ensure that this agency is run as economically as possible, so 
that the load on the American taxpayer is held toa minimum. My strong per- 
sonal concern for economy is reflected by the action I took immediately after 
being appointed Director of Price Stabilization. Although funds were available to 
build the OPS staff to a total of 14,500 employees, I directed that the employ- 
ment goal be reduced so that it would not exceed 12,500 employees. In‘the 1953 
budget I have planned a further reduction of nearly 1,500 people. The budget 
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represents the calculated risk based on our appraisal of the economic conditions 
likely to prevail during 1953. If economic conditions change so as to increase 
inflationary pressures, it may develop that an appropriation larger than that con- 
tained in the President’s budget will be required. Conversely, if inflationary 
pressures decreases substantially, I shall reassess our financial and personnel re- 
quirements as I did earlier this year. 

It is my belief that the action by the House has done more than to force smaller 
payrolls in OPS offices. This cut in funds is so very severe that the purpose and 
intent of Congress in passing the Defense Production Act can be met only to a 
very limited degree. 

I therefore urge that every effort be made to amend the House bill so that it 
will provide an amount of $62,000,000 for the Office of Price Stabilization. This 
amount will permit operations at the level requested in the President’s budget for 
a period of 10 months and will cover liquidation expenses during May and June 
1953. 

This matter is of such vital concern that I am taking the liberty of bringing 
it to your personal attention and respectfully enlist your support and assistance. 

With best personal regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Exvuis ARNALL, 


Chairman McKeuuar. This will close the hearings. 


(Whereupon, at 5 p. m., Wednesday, July 2, 1952, the hearing was 
closed. ) 
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